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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp, 


CAPITAL, £1,5€0,060. Subscribed, £700,(00; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £480,000. 
TRUSTEES { The Right Hon. HUGH CULLING EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.RB. 
The Right Hon, GxeorGe JOHN SHAW-LEFEVRE, M.P. 


HoME DIrkEcTors. 

JOHN CROFT DEVERFLL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 

WALTER RANDOLPH Farquuar, Esq.. Banker, 16, St. James’-strect. 

BEAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, Esq.. Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 

Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bert.. D.C.L.. LL.D., The Grange, Totteridge. 

GEORGE BABINGTON PALER, Erq., 13, Victoria-stceet, Westminster. 

WILLIAM HENRY TONE Erq., Lea- park, Godalming. 

BANKERS { Messrs. RoBARTs, LubBCcK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 
( Messrs. HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St. James’-street, 8.W. 

The Directors issue Deben‘ures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years. bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£480,000), 

By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Frechold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the 
amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares. 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Offices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
W.C, 





18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDs, LONDON, 


Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,00) effected under Tables I. and II, 


NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 


| 
| Thirty. 


| 


Ten. Twenty. | Forty. 


8. £ 8. £ «a £ 8. £ s. 

0 191 10 431 0 *736 0 *1,022 0 

0 211 0 464 10 *819 0 "1,167 0 
0 232 0 525 10 *939 10 

t | 0 276 10 *626 10 "1,126 0 

60 | 10 312 0 *836 10 


EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,(00, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE was NO INTIMATION, up to Thursday, of the return of 
Lord Justice Bowen to the Court of Appeal. It is anticipated that, 
if he should not be able to take his seat on Monday, the Lorp 
Cuancetxor will assist in forming one of the divisions of the court. 





We vnpverstanp that a proposal is on foot, and has already 
received the concurrence of very many leading solicitors, both in 
London and the country, for expressing the confidence, respect, 
and esteem in which the Attorney-General is held by the solicitors’ 
branch of the legal profession. The movement is not intended to 
be political, and the form of demonstration proposed is a dinner to 
which the Attorney-General is to be invited after the Easter 
Vacation. 





Tue rinst part of the resolution passed by the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies with regard to the Land Transfer Bill is 
all that could be wished. The meeting resolved: ‘‘ That it is still 
the opinion of this association that the compuleory clauses of the 
Bill will not be beneficial to the public, and that every effort 
should be made in opposition to those clauses.” A committee was 
subsequently appointed to give effect to the above, among other 
resolutions with reference to the Bill, ‘‘ with instructions to take 
such steps, both in the House of Lords and in the House of 
Commons, and either in conjunction with the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Scciety or independently, as may be thought 
expedient.” Asthe president of the Incorporated Law Society 
was present at and addressed the meeting, we may, no doubt, 
assume that the council are in accord with the provincial societier, 
and that the influence of a strong representative committee of both 
societies, pledged to use every effort to defeat the compulsion clauses, 
will be brought to bear on the members of both Houses. This 
is a most satisfactory result of the discussion which has taken 
place, and we imagine that the committce will not hesitate, if need 
should arise, to call upon the members of the profession generally 
to assist them in their efforts. 


Tue Boaxp of Inland Revenue have communicated to the Chan- 
cery registrars their ruling that ‘original appointments of trustees 
as distinguished from those of new trustees, are not chargeable with 
duty.”’ The letter containing this ruling, which is posted up in 
the registrars’ chambers as a notice, and which will be found in 
another column, is not particularly clear. For instance, the 
question may be asked whether it refers only to trustees appointed 
for the purposes of the Settled Land Act, or whether it includes 
appointments under the Trustee Act and the Trustee Extension 
Act? Then, again, the final clause is exceedingly vague, and it 
would be important to know whether the board intend the regis- 
trars to continue to require the stamp, subject to an adjudication 
to the contrary in particular cases, or whether the registrars are 
expected to act on the first portion of the letter, and to abstain 
from requiring the stamp in future. It no doubt follows, if 
the ruling is absolute, that appointments of original trustees for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Act which have been already stamped 
were improperly stamped, eo that there is afforded an opportunity, 
to those who think it worth the trouble, to apply for a return of 
the money thus ineffectually disbursed. During the six years and 
more that the Act of 1882 has been in operation these orders have 
been numerous — not fewer, it may be estimated, than three 
hundred per annum—and the board can scarcely refuse to return 
these fees, which, as appears by the correspondence which has 
recently been published (ante, p. 315), were imposed in conse- 
quence of their decision. It will be interesting to see how they 
will deal with this latter question. 





In rue casz of Re Willett and Argenti, reported elsewhere, Mr. 


Justice Kay decided a point which was much discussed in the 


columns of this journal some years ago. A vendor enters into an 
open contract for sale and delivers an abstract of title. When the 
purchaser comes to verify the abstract with the deeds, and for that 
purpose expects to have them produced at the office of the vendor’s 
solicitor at the vendor’s expense, he finds for the first time that 
there is a mortgage on the property, and that the deeds are not in 
the vendor’s possession at all, but in the possession of the mort- 
gagee. Then comes in section 3, sub-section (6), of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, and he discovers that the cost of produc- 
tion will now be at his expense instead of the vendor’s. In 
other words, owing to the fact of the vendor having mortgaged 
the property, he has to incur costs which would otherwise 
have fallen on the vendor. That such is the law the express 
words of the sub-section, if construed literally, leave no doubt, 
although Mr. Justice Kay has now for the first time had to decide 
this particular point. When a somewhat similar question occurred 
before Pranson, J., in Re Johnson and Tustin (28 Ch. D. 84) a 
literal construction of the section was also adopted, and although 
his decision was reversed on appeal (30 Ch. D. 42), yet this was 
on special grounds, and no doubt was thrown on the method of 
construction to be adopted in general. The decision of Mr. 
Justice Kay confirms what we believe to have been generally 
recognized as the effect of the Conveyancing Act. At the same 
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time, we think that the rule is unfair, and that the Jaw should be 
restored t» the state in which it stood before that Act. 





WE pvsuisnEp last week (an/e, p. 353) the text of Mr. Cozens- 
Haxpy’s Trust Funds Investment Bill, which was read a second 
time in the House of Commons on Wednesday. It appears to have 
been considered in some quarters as an eminently revolutionary 
measure to be watched with jealous suspicion, and in the alarm 
expressed at the inclusion of Irish real securities curious ignor- 
auce was shewn of the present state of the law. To a certain 
extent the Bill is a consolidating Bill; hence it enumerates | 
the various investments already permitted to trustees, and amongst 
those, of couree, real securities in England, Wales, and Ireland. 
Others are Government securities, bank stock, stock of the Govern- | 
ment of India, and stock of the Metropolitan Board of Works. As | 
to the new investments now proposed to be authorized it may be use- | 
ful to compare them with those enumerated in the Bill of last year. 
They were—(1) debenture, preference, guaranteed, or rent-charge | 
stock of any railway company in Great Britain or Ireland, incor- 
porated by special Act of Parliament, and having during each of 
the ten years last past before the date of investment paid a divi- | 
dend on its ordinary stock or shares; (2) nominal debenture stock 
issued under the Local Loans Act, 1875; (3) inscribed stock of | 
any British colony as the court, on the application of the trustee, 
might sanction; (4) the purchase of freehold ground-rents. To 
a certain extent these, as well as other new securities, have in the 
interval been authorized for the investment of cash under the control 
of the court. Thus the order of November of last year (R. 8. C., 
ord. 22, r. 17) includes in its list of securities :—railway stock under 
nearly the same description as above; registered stocks or bonds 
issued under the Local Loans Act, 1875, and not liable to be 
redeemed within fifteen years from the date of investment; stocks 
of Colonial Governments guaranteed by the Imperial Government, | 
and not liable to be redeemed within the same period; and in 
addition to these Indian guaranteed railway stocks, shares, or 
annuities. All these are brought into the present Bill by clause 
3 (0), which proposes for trust investments ‘‘any of the stocks, 
funds, or securities for the time being authorized for the invest- 
ment of cash under the control of the court’’; and as it was this 
clause which the most eminent critic of the Bill in the House of 
Commons, who had already expreseed his horror at Irish land and 
Irish railways, thought might be safely conceded by the wisdom of 
Parliament, it is clear that he had already gone a great way towards 
approving of the Bill altogether. It will be possible now to shew 
in few words how much further it really goes. To what we may | 
call the ‘‘ home,” as distinguished from the Indian, railway clauses, | 
it makes two additions. First, the permitted stocks now read | 
‘‘debenture or rent-charge stock, or guaranteed or preference stock, | 
or fully paid-up shares of any railway company,” &c. (clause 
3 (y) ), and a company approved under this clause brings into the 
permitted range also the stock or fully paid-up shares of any other | 
company whore undertaking is leased to it in perpetuity at a fixed | 
rental (clause 3(h)). The next three sub-clauses (7) (; ) (A) | 
apply to Indian railways, but they do not carry the range of invest- 
ments materia)ly farther than in the above-mentioned order. The | 
remaining three sub-clauses refer to water companies, to municipal | 
and county council stock, and to freehold ground-rents. As to the | 
first the restriction is introduced that a dividend of five per cent. 
on the ordinary shares shall have been paid for ten years before the | 
date of investment, and this and the third are not in the list for | 
court investments. It appears, indeed, that the list of securities | 

as a whole is little suited to the denunciations which were levelled | 

at it in the House of Commons, and in the later stages of the Bill | 

probably a more reasonable and business-like view will be taken of | 
_the matter. 





Tut numper of important cases annually tried in the county 
courts increases yeur by year, and it is notorious that the judges 
of those courts are now often required to determine questions of 
law of great nicety and difficulty. Under these circumstances it 
is matter for regret that the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division 
should always be final in appeals from the county courts, except 
where leave to carry the appeal to the Court of Appeal has been 
obtained from the Divisional Court (Kay v. Briggs, ante, p. 233). 
Burely the right of appeal shculd be absolute, if not in all cases, 





| struck the plaintiff, inflicting severe injuries upon him. 


at all events in remitted actions and in cases under the Employers’ 
Liability Act. The County Courts Act, 1888, has largely increased 
the derivative jurisdiction of the county courts, and actions of 


‘contract, in which the claim does not exceed £100, may now be 
‘remitted from the High Court at the request of either the plaintiff 


or defendant. Once the action has been remitted from the High 
Court, it becomes a county court action, and none of the parties 
thereto can obtain the judgment of the Court of Appeal upon the 
matters and questions in controversy without the leave of the 


| Divisional Court, even though the amount in dispute should 


| exce ed £50. 
| Act, they often involve intricate questions of mixed law and fact, 


With regard to cases under the Employers’ Liability 


eminently fit for discussion before, and for adjudication by, the 


| very highest tribunal; yet, even in this class of cases, suitors 


cannot, except by leave of the Divisional Court, appeal to the 
Court of Appeal. That hardship may result from this restric- 
tion on the right of appeal is well exemplified by a recent 
case of Park vy. Hayward, in which the facts were shortly 
as follows :—The plaintiff, a labourer in the employment of the 
defendant, was stationed ut the bottom of a trench, and was 
required, when in that position, to receive pieces of timber which 
another man lowered from the top by means of a hempen rope. 


| While this operation was being performed, in very wet weather, 


two pieces of timber slipped through the fold of the rope = 

e 
negligence imputed to the defendant, as being the cause of the 
accident, was the use of hempen, instead of wire or chain, 
ropes in such wet weather. The action, brought by the plaintiff 
against the defendant, was tried in the county court before 
a judge and jury. The ropes and timber were inspected by the 
jury, who found that the use of a hempen rope was, under all the 
circumstances of the case, negligence, for which the defendant was 
responsible, and they accordingly awarded the plaintiff £200 
damages, with which verdict the county court judge fully con- 
curred. On appeal, however, to the Divisional Court, on the 29th 
of January last, the verdict was set aside and judgment entered for 
the defendant, the court, too, absolutely declining either to grant a 
new trial or to give leave to appeal. This decision has, we believe, 
attracted very considerable attention on the part of workmen, and 
has already been made the subject of comment in one at least of 
their organs. It may well be doubted whether, in the case under 
consideration, the Queen’s Bench Division had any power whatever 
to entertain the appeal, as it apparently involved questions of fact 
only, upon which the decision of the county court would be final. 


| But, assuming that the appeal was regular in all respects, it is 


submitted that the Divisional Court ought not to have overruled 
the verdict of a jury, of which the learned county court judge fully 
approved, without, at the same time, granting the leave to appeal 
which the plaintiff, through his counsel, demanded. 


An apptication recently made to Mr. Justice Norra dis- 
closed some proceedings in chambers of a remarkuble nature. An 
order had been made for the winding up of a company, and a sum- 
mons was subsequently taken out for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. Mr. Justice Nortn heard the application himself in 
chambers, and appointed the nominee of debenture-holders, who 
had commenced an action to realize their security, in preference to 
the nominee of the petitioner. The petitioner desired to appeal, 
and applied for a certificate to enable him to go at once to the 
Court of Appeal. Mr. Justice Norrm declined to give the certifi- 
cate, and the petitioner thereupon gave notice of motion in court 
to discharge the order appointing the liquidator. The petitioner 
also took out a summons to stay the drawing up of the order, and 
to stay all proceedings under it, pending the motion to discharge 
it. The summons came before the chief clerk, who made the order 
asked for, and refused to adjourn the summons to the judge. The 
liquidator then applied ex parte to Mr. Justice Noxrm in court to 
discharge the order of the chief clerk. His lordship directed that 
notice should be served on the petitioner, and on his appearance it 
was urged that the chief clerk had no power to direct a stay of 
proceedings under an order made by the judge personally, and that 
the suitor was entitled as of right to an adjournment to the judge. 
Upon the evidence, Mr. Justice Nort came to the conclusion that 
there was no ground for staying proceedings. He said it was a 
matter of course that the application for a stay should be adjourned 
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to him, and he did not know why this was not done. The petitioner 
was entirely wrong in making the application. His lordship said 
that he would treat the summons now as adjourned to himeelf, and 
would dismiss it, with costs. The case may serve to remind prac- 
titioners that nothing will be gained in the end by a deviation 
from the settled practice of the court. 


WE xeport elsewhere the case of James v. James, in which a 
divisional court has held that the purchase of the “ goodwill” of a 
solicitor’s business confers on the purchaser no right to clients’ 
papers as against the vendor. Of course the clients themeelves are 
the owners of the papers, and of their rights there is no question. 
But a decision of this kind, as between an outgoing and an incoming 
solicitor, appears to us to smack of the old disfavour with which the 
Jaw used to regard all arrangements for the transfer of professional 
businesses. In Bunn v. Guy (4 East. 190), Lord Expon, C., had 
his doubts on the matter and sent the case to the King’s Bench. 
There it was decided that a contract by a practising attorney to 
give up his business and recommend his clients to two other 
attorneys for valuable consideration was valid; and even without 
such authority it would be difficult to upset the long-established 
practice of the whole profession. It seems, therefore, a very use- 
less and inconvenient refinement to hold that, while the goodwill 
can, without doubt, be bought and sold, the papers which form an 
essential feature of it are not touched by the bargain. The court 
may have had reasons in the particular case for the narrow view 
they took, but whether they are right or not the result should be 
to warn solicitors purchasing practices to stipulate expressly that, 
i ea to the wishes of clients, all papers should be handed over 
to them. 








COVENANTS FOR TITLE IN SETTLEMENTS. 
Turre has been considerable diversity of opinion and practice 
among conveyancers as to what covenants for title should be 
entered into by persons brioging real property into settlement. 
The learned writers of Davidson’s Precedents of Conveyanc- 
ing (3rd ed. vol. 3, pp. 59, 634) maintain that in tre case 
of a settlement of real estate made on marriage, whether by 
way of strict settlement or by way of conveyance on trust for 
sale, the husband or other grantor should enter into the usual 
covenants for title as on a sale; both because the marriage is a 
valuable consideration for the assurance, and because it is advisable 
that future purchasers may have the benefit of full covenants for 
title up to the time of the settlement ; and accordingly the prece- 
dent of a ‘settlement on marriage with the usual clauses” (Dav. 
Prec. Conv., 3rd ed., vol. 3, prec. xxxiii., at pp. 1026 et seg.) con- 
tains full covenants by the settlor for title, extending to the acts of 
his ‘ancestors or testators.”” This view is supported by Mr. 
Vaizey in his admirable Treatise on Settlements, vol. 1, pp. 320, 
324; and accordingly in his Precedents of Settlements, at pp. 2, 
34, &c., the same learned writer makes settlors convey land ‘as 
beneficial owner,” thereby implying full statutory covenants for 
title. In the first edition of Jarman and Bythewood’s Conveyancing 
(vol. 9, pp. 210, 467) full covenants for title by settlors are intro- 
duced, extending, however, only to the acts of themselves and 
those deriving title from them, and not to the acts of their prede- 
cessors in title: see pp. 210, 468, &c. This view is supported by 
the authority of Lord St. Leonards, who thus states his view of the 
rule on this point: ‘‘ When a man marries, and puts his estate into 
settlement, he is never made to do more than covenant against his 
own acts and the acts of those claiming under him. If his title 
should prove infirm, it would be a family misfortune; but if he had 
warranted his title absolutely, he would be called upon to pay the 
value of his estates at the very moment that the means of payment, 
the estates themselves, were taken from him. The practice thus 
to limit liability would, of course, apply still more forcibly in the 
case of a relative of the husband’s bringing his estate into settle- 
ment”: A/onypenny v. Monypenny (9 H. L. Cas. at p. 133). 
And Mr. Vaizey in two instances (Precedents, pp. 23, 63), after 
making settlors convey ‘‘as beneficial owners,” introduces clauses 
restricting the implied statutory covenaxts to the acts of the 
settlors themselves. Covenants thus restricted amount in effect to 
little, if anything, more than covenants against incumbrances made 
by the settlors, and for further assurance limited, the latter corre- 


sponding to the statutory covenant which is alone implied in 
settlements by virtue of the Conveyancing and Law of Property 
Act, 1881, s. 7, sub-section 1 (E), where the conveyance is ex- 
pressed to be made ‘‘as settlor”; and such covenants are, there- 
fore, not open to any serious objection. 

On the other hand, in the form of settlement given in the 

4th schedule to the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the settlor is 
made merely to convey ‘as settlor”; and this practice is 
adopted by many of the leading conveyancers of the present day 
(see Key and Elphinstone’s Prec. Cony., 2nd ed., vol. 2, p. 633 ; 
Prideaux’s Conv., 11th ed., vol. 2, pp. 250, 272, 292, 803; Wol- 
stenholme and Turner’s Conv. Acts, 4th ed., pp. 40, 310, and 
Settled Land Acts, pp. 180, 185). It is submitted that this 
practice is correct, and that no draftsman should, in a conveyance 
of real estate on a marriage, make the settlor (whether being one 
of the intended spouses or a stranger) convey ‘‘as beneficial 
owner” in the absence of express instructions to that effect; and 
that, even then, in the absence of instructions to the contrary, a 
clause should be introduced restricting the statutory covenants 
for title to the acts of the settlor and those deriving title under 
him. 
The practice of inserting or importing by implication full and 
unqualified covenants for title on part of settlors appears to be open 
to the most serious objection. Where, on the occasion of a 
settlement on marriage, the settlor is a person other than one of 
the intended spouses, it is clearly unreasonable that he should be 
required absolutely to warrant the title to the property comprised 
in his gift, thereby rendering himself liable to make good the whole 
value of the property if the title should afterwards prove to be bad. 
And even where the spouses themselves bring property into scttle- 
ment, it is not, in the best interests of themselves and their iesue, 
advisable to make them do more than convey ‘‘as settlors”’; or 
perhaps, under special circumstances, also enter into a covenant 
against their own incumbrances. If they enter into unqualified 
covenants for title, express or implied, then, if an incumbrance 
which had not been disclosed, and which may have been unknown at 
the time of the assurance, should subsequently be discovered, the 
trustees would be bound to sue the scttlor, and, if necessary, to 
take proceedings against him in bankruptcy—a course which might 
inflict the utmost hardship, and even ruin, on the very persons to 
protect whose interests the settlement is made. 

Where an estate intended to be brought into settlement is sub- 
ject to a mortgage, if the settlor conveys as “‘ beneficial owner” or 
enters into covenants for title extending to the acts of the person 
by whom the mortgage was created, without, in cither case, 
excepting the incumbrance, he thereby renders himself liable to 
exonerate the estate; but where such is the intention, it seems the 
better course not to make the settlor enter into full covenants for 
title, whether unqualified or restricted, but to make him convey ‘‘ as 
settlor”” expressly subject to the mortgage, and in a subsequent part 
of the deed to introduce a covenant by the settlor to discharge the 
mortgage debt. If it be intended that the persons claiming under 
the settlement shall take the estate cum onere, then, if the mort- 
gage was made by the settlor, the conveyance, whether he conveys 
‘as settlor” or as “ beneficial owner,”’ should be expressly made 
subject to the mortgage, the effect of which will be that he, the 
settlor, will not be compelled to pay off the mortgage debt. If, 
however, the mortgage was made by a predecessor in title, it 
would seem that the settlor, by being expressed to convey “as 
settlor,” will be sufficiently protected without any mention of the 
mortgage debt from liability in respect thereof; but, even in this 
case, it is advisable in every way to express the conveyance to be 
made subject to the mortgage. ; ; 

As regards settlements not made in consideration of marriage— 
i.e., voluntary settlements—it is, of course, entirely in the settlor’s 
option whether or not he will assume the liabilities imposed by 
full covenants for title, either with or without qualification; but 
this consideration imposes special responsibility on his professional 
adviser as to what covenants for title should properly be intro- 
duced, expressly or by implication, in the settlement. As a general 
rule, it is conceived that a voluntary settlor should be expressed to 
convey merely ‘‘as settlor” ; and if circumstances should render it 
advisable that he should enter into full covenants, the extent of 
the liability thus incurred should be explained and his express con- 

sent thereto should be obtained. In the case of a family settlement 





| uot made on marriage, it may often be that the title te the property 
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to be brought into settlement is by descent, and well known to be 
satisfactory, so that there may be no objection to making the eettlor 
enter into full and unqualified covenants for title, and thus carry 
on the claim of such covenants unbroken. And where the settle- 
ment is made on the occasion of the gift of land as a site for some 


public building or purpose on which considerable sums contributed | 


by persons other than the eettlor are intended to be laid out in im- 
provements, it seems just and reasonable that the settlor should be 
required to enter into complete covenants; otherwise it might happen, 
if the title should be defeated, that the property had been improved 
at great cost for the benefit of the persons who might succeed in 
asserting their claims. It is to be observed that in a voluntary 
assurance by way of settlement, not being ‘‘a conveyance for 
valuable consideration,” the settlor’s conveyance ‘‘as beneficial 
owner ”’ would not imply any covenant for title whatever. 

With regard to the statutory covenant implied by a conveyance 
‘‘as settlor” the following observations occur. The covenant 
implied by a conveyance as settlor is strictly confined to the acts of 
the settlor, and those deriving title under him, and does not throw 
on him any liability for the acts of his predecessors in title. The 
implied covenant will bind the settlor to exercise a power, or 
execute any like assurance for perfecting the title; but if the pro- 
perty conveyed is a base fee an express covenant should be in- 
serted to execute every such disentailing deed as may be necessary 
to limit the fee simple in the manner intended: see Davis v. 
Tollemache (2 Jur. N. 8. 1181), Bankes v. Small (36 Ch. D. 716). 
It is also to be observed that this implied covenant is merely for 
further assurance, and does not warrant the property to be free 
from incumbrances made either by the settlor himself or his pre- 
decessors in title. Ifin any case it is thought advisable, a short 
covenant against incumbrances relating only to the acts of the settlor 
may be introduced at the end of the deed. 

The persons with whom the implied covenants are deemed to be 
made in settlements are the trustees, as releasees to uses in the case 
of a strict settlement, or as grantees of the legal estate in the case 
of an assurance on trust for sale, or of any settlement, giving to the 
beneficiaries only equitable interests. 

The costs of any further assurances which may be necessary for 
confirming the settlement are, by the statute, thrown on the per- 
sous deriving title thereunder. The fact that the covenantees are 
trustees affords no reason for departing from the ordinary prac- 
tice with regard to covenants for further assurance, which throws 
upon the persons requiring assurances the expense of making them ; 
because the expense so incurred would, of course, be allowed to the 
trustees as part of the trust expenditure ; and to provide generally 
that the assurances shall be at the cost of the trust estate is wrong, 
because the benefit of the covenant may, by means of a transfer 
from the trustees, have passed into other hands: see Jarman and 
Bythewood’s Conveyancing, Ist ed., vol. 9, p. 149. 

Formerly, when, on a marriage, property was brought into 
settlement by the intended wife, it was often thought advisable not 
to ineert in the assurance any covenants for title, because the inser- 
tion would, in the event of breach thereof, render the husband 
liable to be sued jointly with the wife during the coverture. Now, 
by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 
75), 88. 14, 15, the husband’s liability in respect of his wife’s debts 
end contracts made before marriage is limited to the extent of any 
property which he ehall have acquired or become entitled to from 
or through her, after deducting therefrom any payments bond fide 
recovered against him in respect of debts, &c , for which she was 
liable before marriage. 





*,* In the list of parishes and places transferred from the county 
of Middlesex to the county of London, which we published on 
March 23 (ante, p. 330), the Limehouse district was accidentally 
omitted, The Limchouse district includes St. Anne, Limehouse; 
St. John, Wapping; St. Paul, Shadwell; and the hamlet of Ratcliffe. 

Sir Edward Clarke writes to the Zimes to say that the suggestion that 
the meeting of the bar on the 13th inst. should be made the occasion of 
an expression of opinion as to the conduct of the Attorney-General in 
matters which have lately been the subject of debate in the House of 
Commons is most unfortunate. ‘I know,” he adds, ‘‘ that the Attorney- 


General himself is so far from desiring any action of this kind that he will 
certainly not attend the mecting unless he is fully assured that no such 
attempt will be made to pledge the bar, as a body, to the expression of any 
opinion with regard io incidents and conduct which 
and properly discussed.”’ 


cannot as yet be fully 
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THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S 
PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
IX. 
SUING AND BEING SUED (continued). 

Costs.—Costs recovered against a married woman suing or being 
sued under the Act of 1882 are payable out of her separate property 
and not otherwise (section 1 (2)). It has been held that, even when 
she is restrained from anticipation, her separate property is liable for 
the payment of the costs of an action wrongly instituted by her: Je 
Andrews (34 W. R. 62, 30 Ch. D. 159); but that case has been 
doubted by the Court of Appeal, and it certainly only applies, if at 
all, when she is suing without a next friend under the Act of 1882: 
Re Glanvill (34 W. R. 309, 31 Ch. D. 532), and when she has no other 
property available: //yde v. Hyde (36 W. R. 708, 13 P. D. 166). And it 
may be remarked that it has been held that the only ground upon which 
the court can remove a restraint upon anticipation under section 39 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is in order to make binding some dis- 
position of the married woman’s property which the court considers 
beneficial to her: Ze Warren (52 L. J. Ch. 928); Re Little (37 W.R. 
289, 40 Ch. D, 418). 

When a married woman, who has no property free from a restraint 
upon anticipation, has employed a solicitor to conduct an action for 
her, she cannot be considered as having contracted to pay him his 
costs, for, in the words of the Act, ‘‘the contrary is shewn” by the 
facts. Still, although she is not personally liable to pay him, the 
court has power to give a charge upon the property recovered or pre- 
served in the action, if there should be any, to reimburse the solicitor 
for having obtained that result. The power of the court to grant the 
charge is discretionary, and will not be exercised unless the solicitor 
can make out a prima facie case that unless he get the charge he will 
not be paid at all: Harrison v. Harrison (36 W. R. 748, 13 P. D, 180). 
Nothing was said in that case as to what would be done if no such 
primd facie case were made out, and the property recovered or pre- 
served was itself subject to a clause restraining anticipation. In such 
a case the granting of the charge would probably depend upon 
whether the court should feel justified in removing the restraint 
under the provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. 

A husband is primarily liable for his wife’s costs of divorce pro- 
ceedings, unless there was something in the employment of her solici- 
tor which leads to the inference that he was employed upon the terms 
that he was to look only to the separate estate of the wife for his 
costs: Harrison v. Harrison (whi sup.), Otway v. Otway (13 P. D. 141). 
But if a wife, who has been unsuccessful in the Divorce Court, appeals 


| to the Court of Appeal, her husband will not be liable for her costs of 


the appeal if she is unsuccessful there also: Otway v. Otway. This 
has always been the rule of the Divorce Court as to costs, and it was 
adopted upon the assumption that a married woman could hold no 
property of her own, and ought not to be precluded by want of means 
rom establishing her case either as petitioner or respondent. 
This reason does not apply so strongly if the marriage 
took place after 1882, and in Otway v. (tway the Court of 
Appeal unanimously agreed that when a case should come before it 
in which the woman has been married since 1882, it would be a sub- 
ject for very serious consideration how far the old rule of the Divorce 
Court should be followed. If, under these circumstances, we may 
venture to prophecy, we do not think the old rule will be altered. 
In both Otway vy. Utway and Harrison v. Harrison the divorce pro- 
ceedings were commenced after 1882, although the marriage took 
place before ; and therefore in both these cases the reason for follow- 
ing the old rule had become less, on account of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882; for if either of the ladies in those cases had 
acquired property since 1882, which, as it happened, she had not, she 
would have held it as her own. The step from that to the case of a 
woman married after 1882 is but small, and in principle we cannot 
see any difference between them. In the latter case, however, the 
presumption would, of course, be greater that the married woman 
had separate property, and that when employing her solicitor she had 
contracted so as to bind it: see Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
gs. 1 (3). 

A married woman suing alone cannot be ordered to give security 
for costs on the ground of poverty, whether the cause of action arose 
before cr after the Act of 1882: Severance v. Civil Service Supply 
«lssociation (48 L. T. 485), Re Isaac (33 W. R. 845, 30 Ch. D, 418). If 
she has to sue by a next friend she may be ordered to find security, 
if the next friend is not a person of substance, for he alone would be 
liable, and her separate estate could not otherwise be made liable at 
all. It is, however, doubtful whether, even in this case, security 
ought to be ordered if the married woman could have sued alone: Le 
Thompson (38 Ch. D, 317). The result of these cases is startling, for 
a married woman without separate estate may engage in extensive 
litigation, and involve defendants in a large amount of costs which 
they will never be able to recover against her: see Re Shakespear (33 
W. R. 744, 30 Ch. D. 169), Palliser v. Gurney (35 W. R. 760, 19 
Q B. D. 519), and Becket v. Tasker (36 W. R. 158, 19 Q. B. D. 7) 
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The rules which govern the right to demand security for costs from 
married women are the same as apply to other litigants, and accord- 





ingly a married woman may be ordered to give security for the costs 
of an appeal: Weldhen v. Scattergood (W. N., 1887, p. 69); and 
she will not be allowed to bring a fresh action until the costs of a 
former action, instituted by her for the same purpose, are paid. The 
rule was the same when she had to sue by a next friend, for if she 
did not take care to select a responsible person as a next friend it was 
her own fault: Re Payne (31 W. R, 509, 23 Ch. D. 2838), 

Liability to parish.—The only provisions of the Act which we have 
not yet touched upon are contained in sections 20 and 21. Section 
20, re-enacting with some slight alterations section 13 of the Act of 
1870, provides that a married woman who has separate property is to 
be liable to the parish for the maintenance of a pauper husband. 

Section 21 makes her liable to the parish, along with her husband, 
for the maintenance of her children and grandchildren, thus extending 
seetion 14 of the Act of 1870, which only made her liable to maintain 
her own children, and limited her liability to that which a widow 
would have had. 


THE BAR COMMITTEE. 
[From A CoRRESPONDENT. ] 


Members of the bar will doubtless attend in large numbers at the 
annual meeting in Lincoln’s-inn Old Hall on Saturday next to sup- 
port the Attorney-General. But there is, besides, important business 
which requires their careful attention, for they will be asked to 
sanction certain proposed alterations in, and additions to, the regula- 
tions and bye-laws of the Bar Committee. We have heard no 
rumour that any of the existing regulations are disapproved by the 
bar generally, or any large section of it, and assume, therefore, that 
the committee, or perhaps some of its members, are dissatisfied with 
the present rules, The committee now consists of fifty members. Of 
these the Attorney-General and Solicitor-General are, very properly, 
ex officio members. The remaining forty-eight, of whom nineteen 
are Queen’s Counsel and twenty-nine members of the outer bar, are 
at present elected by the bar. One-third of the forty-eight, according 
to seniority of election, retire annually. 

At the annual meeting on Saturday some member or members 
of the committee will propose certain alterations of the rules. To 
regulation 5, which is as follows: ‘‘The Attorney-General and 
Solicitor-General to be ex officio members of committee,” it is pro- 
posed that there shall be added: “ and every former Attorney or 
Solicitor-General to be members of the committee whilst in actual 
practice at the bar.” This alteration cannot do much harm, and 
may assist existing law officers in keeping right on points of 
etiquette. 

The next suggested alteration is of more importance, and is 
possibly proposed with a view to assist a certain caucus which is 
said to have operated, prior to the last election, with great success 
in Lincoln’s-inn and the purlieus thereof. Regulation 10 is at 
present as follows :— 

** In election by voting papers, each elector to have one vote for each complete 

number of two to be elected, and the votes may be given all to one candidate, or 
may be divided in any manner between two or more candidates.” 
And under this rule any member of the bar may give all his eight 
votes to one candidate ; a free and independent method of voting 
which does not commend itself to caucuses and coalitions. The 
following regulation is proposed in substitution :— 

“In election by voting papers, each elector to have one vote for each complete 
number of two to be elected, and the votes may be divided in any manner be- 
tween two or more candidates, but so that not more than four votes be given for 
any one candidate.” 

If this becomes a rule, the voter may either have to give four votes 
to a person or persons for whom he does not particularly care, or lose 
some of his votes altogether; and by agreeing to such an alteration 
the bar would place limits on its present independent voting power, 
and play into the hands of a caucus. If members of the bar wish to 
split their votes in the manner pointed out by the proposed new rule, 
they can already do so, but they certainly ought not to be compelled 
to elect between splitting votes and losing them. We venture to 
think the proposed new rule will receive no substantial support. At 
any rate, the onus of shewing the necessity for alteration lies on the 
dissatisfied persons we have already referred to. 

But the most startling proposal comes last on the programme. 
Regulation 14 is now as follows :— 

“On the representation made tothe committee before the 1st November in any 
year by the members of any circuit, or of any other section of the bar, that their 
circuit or section is not adequately represented on the committee, the committee 
at their diecretion to have power to add to their number barristers to represent 
such circuit or section, aud in so doing, to have regard to the wishes of such 
circuit or section, but the total number of barristers so to be added is not 
to exceed twelve, and they are to go out of office at the next annual general 
meeting.” 

We believe that no representation ever has been made that a circuit 
or section was inadequately represented, and this fact tends to shew 











that under the existing system the bar, and every section of it, is 
properly represented on the committee. But this state of things is 
not pleasing to some members of the committee. Therefore, in place 
of regulation 14, they wish to substitute the following new rule :— 

“The committee i 
barristers, not en ye ny yt ey ‘ie cee ya ny FE. 
qualified by reason of their parliamentary or professional position, or of their re- 
ape ey ap Be men rd rg BAX pant ay ney represented. The 
Sittings following their appointment.” a a 

We believe one reason adduced for the alteration is that it is ad- 
visable that the committee should be en rapport with members of 
Parliament who are also practising barristers, but that is the case 
now. There are already quite enough members of Parliament on the 
committee. The Attorney and Solicitor-General, and even the ex- 
law officers, usually manage to get seats in the House of Commons. 
Besides these, there are at present no Jess than seven members of 
Parliament—all Queen’s Counsel—on the committee. No more are 
wanted. They attend the House of Commons much more regularly 
than they do the meetings of the committee, and we opine that there 
are not, and will not be wanting, at any time, plenty of able barris- 
ters in Parliament, who, without being bar committeemen, will at 
all times be glad to defend the honour and interests of the bar—as 
most of them did on a recent memorable occasion—in the House of 
Commons. On the other hand, the members of Parliament who 
would be brought in under the proposed co-optative system—the 
rejected of the bar—would not be likely to add either to the lustre or 
efficiency of the committee. Then, what is meant by ‘ professional 
position ?"’ Does it mean Queen’s Counsel, or men in large practice, 
or both? They are already well represented with the Attorney and 
Solicitor, the ex-Attorney and ex-Solicitor-General, nineteen Queen’s 
Counsel, the two ‘‘ Devils,” another gentleman who holds an official 
appointment under the Attorney-General, and very many other men 
in large practice both before and behind the bar. It cannot be said 
that ‘‘ professional position” is not already overwhelmingly repre- 
sented on the Bar Committee. And they, or some of them, want to 
have it ‘‘more so,” and expect the rank and file, who now have the 
voting power in their hands, to give up their privileges for the sole 
purpose of enabling men of “ parliamentary or professional posi- 
tion ”—the P.P.P. men—to command a al longue majority of the 
committee. 

We should like to see the committee far more representative than 
itis now. Men of standing and ‘‘ professional position ”’ will always, 
by their ‘‘ position” and ability, be able to hold their own, but they 
ought not to strive by such side winds as the proposed new rules to 
try to monopolize all the places on the committee. At the last 
election some younger men—more representative of the rank and file 
—were elected, and if the Lincoln’s-inn caucus and its machinations 
are again defeated (as they well know they will be if the next election 
takes place under the existing rules), the Bar Committee will far 
better represent the bar in its entirety than it nowdoes. Nothing can 
be gained, and much may be lost, by fettering the free right to vote 
which now belongs to the youngest men with the smallest practices 
at the bar equally with the most flourishing silks and juniors; and 
we shall be much surprised if, on Saturday next, the former will 
consent to part with a fraction of their privileges in favour of 
caucuses and co-optation. 











CORRESPONDENCE. 
LEGAL PRIZES AT CAMBRIDGE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Allow me to call your attention to the increasing interest 
which is shewn in legal and other directly professional subjects of 
study at Cambridge, as shewn by the very greatly increased share in 
university prizes and other emoluments allowed to successful law 
students. ; 

At King’s College, the week before last, Mr. Edward Jenks, senior 
law, 1886, was elected to a fellowship. At Downing College, durin 
the last year Mr. D. L. Harris, senior in the Law Tripos, 1852, an 
Mr. E. J. Griffith, senior, 1883, were both elected fellows. At the 
latter college an entrance scholarship in law is offered for competition 
in October next. ay ; 

The university has received a most valuable addition to its legal 
staff in the election of Professor Maitland, the new Downin ro- 
fessor of the laws of England, and the members of Downing College 
are remarkably fortunate in enjoying the teaching and personal 
sympathy with their work of Professor Maitland, Dr Courtney 
Kenny (late M.P. for Barnsley), Mr. Lawrence (late deputy Whewell 
Professor of International Law), Mr. Harris, and Mr. Hardcastle. The 
college was founded under the will of Sir George Downing, Bart., 
dated 1717, for the ‘‘encouragement of law and medicine. The 
estate passed through various vicissitudes before it emerged from the 
Court of Chancery in 1800, minus ‘‘the town house in Downiug- 
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street” and some other property ; but at the present time the college 


seems to be energetically endeavouring to carry out the wishes of its 
founder. ALEX, HItt., 


Downing College Lodge, March 30. 








CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 


MORRIS v. SALBERG—No. 1, Ist April. 


Sugrirr—Dmection To Levy on Goops or Wronc PersoN—LIABILIitTy OF 
Execution CREDITOR. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Stephen, J. The defendant, 
having recovered judgment against one G. M. Morris, a son of the plain- 
tiff, issued a writ of fi. fa. to the Sheriff of Cardiganshire. The writ was 
indorsed by the defendant’s solicitor as follows:—‘‘ Levy £170 on the 
goods of the defendant. The defendant is a gentleman who resides at 
Sarne Park, Llandysil, Cardigan, S. Wales.’’ This address was, in fact, 
the address of,the plaintiff, and not that of his son, but the sheriff having 
levied under this writ on the plaintiff’s goods his action was admittedly 
ratified by the defendant and his solicitor. An action by the plaintiff 
against the sheriff having been stayed, this action was brought, when 
Stephen, J., left the following question to the jury :— Did the sheriff seize 
the goods of the plaintiff instead of the goods of G. M. Morris because he 
was misled by the direction he received from the defendant’s solicitor ? 
The jury answered this question in the affirmative, and assessed the 
plaintiff's damages at £100. Stephen, J., however, entered judgment for 
the defendant, holding that the indorsement on the writ was not a direc- 
tion to the sheriff in point of law. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L JJ.) allowed the 
appeal and entered judgment for the plaintiff. Lord Esurr, M.R., said that 
it was difficult to see why the action against the sheriff had been stayed, 
since he had seized the goods of the wrong person and could not justify 
under the writ. He was, therefore, a trespasser. But the question now 
was, whether this indorsement on the writ amounted to a direction in law. 
In the case of Rowles v. Senior (L.R. 8 Q. B. 677) the Court of Queen’s Bench 
had decided that a very similar indorsement did amount in law to a direc- 
tion. It was, therefore, clear that such an indorsement ‘might constitute 
a direction, though whether the direction was to seize the particular goods 
which were in fact seized was a question of fact to be left to the jury. Then 
there was the case of Jarmain v. Hooper (6 Man. & Gr. 827), in which, 
although it was true that the point decided was that the putting of such 
an indorsement on 2 writ was within the scope of a solicitor’s authority, 
and therefore rendered the client liable, yet the question whether or not 
such an indorsement did in law amount to a direction must have been 
present to the minds of the judges. It was eaid, however, that Childers v. 
Wooler (2 KE, & E. 287) was irreconcilable with Jarmain vy. Hooper. 
Cockburn, C.J., did not in that case assume to overrule Jarmain v. Hooper, 
but he endeavoured to distinguish it on the ground of the ratification of 
the act in Jarmain v. Hocper. But it had been well said in argument in 
this case that if the act of the sheriff could be ratified it had, no doubt, 
been ratified by the defendant; if, however, the action of the sheriff was 
incapable of ratification by the defendant, the distinction of Cockburn, 
C.J., fell to the ground. Childers v. Wooler came iuto conflict with Jar- 
main ¥. Hooper. But Jarmain v. Hooper had been distinctly followed by 
Smith v. heal (9 Q. B. D. 340) in the Court of Appeal. Therefore, if 
either case was to be overruled, it would not be Jarmain v. Hooper. That 
case was therefore in point. The indoreement might be a direction in 
law, and the defendant was liable for its consequences. The jury had 
found that it had in fact misled the sheriff, and judgment must therefore 
be entered in accordance with their verdict. Fry, L.J., said that the 
principle had been clearly laid down by Tindal, O.J., in Wilson v. Zumman 
(6 Man. & Gr. 236), where he eaid that if the defendant had directed the 
sheriff to tuke the goods of the plaintiff under a valid writ requiring him 
to take the goods of another person than the defendant in the original 
action, such previous direction would undoubtedly have made him a 
trespascer, and the sheriff would be supposed to have taken the goods, not 
merely under the authority of the writ, but as the servant of the plaintiff. 
In this case the indorsement on the writ amounted to a direction. 
Childers v. Wooler, if it meant that under no circumstances could such an 
indorsement constitute a direction, was inconsistent with Jarmain v. 
Hooper and Rowles v. Senior, and could not be supported. Such an in- 
dorsement might amount to a direction, and had been so found by the 
jury. Lorrs, L.J., concurred.—Covnset, Shackleton Hallett; Dunham. 
Soxicrrors, Seymour; J. 7. Watson. 


Re THE HOWE MACHINE CO.—No. 2, 3rd April. 


Securtry vor Costs—ForeicNer rEstpinc in ScoruaNp—CLAIM IN WINDING 
ur or A Comrpany—Powenr TO ENFORCE ORDER IN ScoTLAND—ComPaNl1gs 
Act, 1862, s. 122—Jupcments Extension Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 54) 
—Jvpicature Act, 1873, s, 76—R. 8. O., XLIL., 26. 


The question in this case (noted ante, p. 317) was, whether a foreigner 
who was residing in Scotland, ought to give security for the costs of a 
claim which he had carried in to prove in the winding up of the company. 
North, J., ordered security to be given. He was of opinion that, though 
by virtue of the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, and section 76 of the 
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Judicature Act, 1873, a judgmen$ of the High Court could be enforced in 
Scotland, this did not apply to an order made in the winding up of a 
company, and for this reason security ought to be given. But the atten- 
tion of the learned judge was apparently not directed to section 122 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, which provides for the enforcing of orders made 
in the winding up of a company in England by the courts of Scotland and 
Ireland. On the appeal fresh evidence was adduced which shewed that 
the appellant had property in England amply sufficient to pay the costs of 
his claim in cage he should fail in establishing it, and on this ground 

Tur Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) discharged the order for 
security, without expressing any opinion on the point decided by North, J. 
—Covnset, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and H. M. Finch ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., 
and A. Brown. Soxrscrrors, Rollit § Sons; F. W. Smart. 


PRICE v. MANNING—No. 2, 3rd April. 
Arpgat—Sgcurity ror Costs—K. 8. C., LVIII, 15. 

This was a motion by the respondent to an appeal that the appellant 
might be ordered to give security to the amount of £30 for the costs of his 
appeal. The appellant’s counsel urged that £20 would be sufficient, and 
also that the applicant ought not to have any costs of the application, 
because he had not, before giving his notice of motion, asked whether the 
appellant would be willing to give security. Reliance was placed on The Ship 
Constantine (4 P. D. 156, 23 Soricrrors’ JourNat, 680), in which the Court 
of Appeal laid it down that, before giving notice of motion for security for 
the costs of an appeal, the respondent ought to apply to the appellant, and 
that he would run the risk of being deprived of costs if he did not. 

Tuer Covrr (Corron, Linvuey, and Fry, L.JJ.) ordered security for £30 
to be given, and that the costs of the motion should be costs of the appeal. 
Fry, L.J., said that the rule laid down in The Ship Constantine had not been 
followed in the Court of Appeal No. 1, because it was thought that it 
would, in most cases, only lead to a correspondence resulting in nothing. 
Corton, L.J., said that the rule had been followed in Court No. 2, and he 
thought it was the right rule; but, in the present case, there was a 
question as to the amount of the security, and he thought that a previous 
application would have led to nothing.—Counse, Vernon R. Smith; P. 8. 
Stokes. Soxscrrors, Badham § Williams ; A. G. Ditton. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WILLETT AND ARGENTI—Kay, J., 21st March. 
Conveyancinc Act, 1881, s. 3, sun-secTIoN 6—Propuction or Dreps IN 

THE Possess1on oF A VENDOR’s MortGacgE—Concurrence OF A Monrt- 

GAGEE, 

This was a vendor and purchaser summons in which two points were 
raised—(1) whether the expenses of the production of deeds required for 
the verification of the abstract of title, which were in the possession of the 
vendor’s mortgagee, should be borne by the purchaser under section 3 (6) 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881; (2) whether the expenses of the con- 
currence of the vendor’s mortgagee in the conveyance under the 8th 
clause of the contract for sale, to which reference is made below, should 
be borne by the purchaser. The facts of the case, which were not in dis- 
pute, appear to have been that on the 23rd of November, 1888, an 
agreement in writing was entered into between the vendor and purchaser 
for the sale and purchase of a house and the inheritance thereof 
in fee simple in possession free from incumbrances, except as hereinafter 
mentioned, at the price of £41,450. The vendor agreed to deliver to the 
purchaser, within seven days from the date of tae contract, an abstract of 
his title, commencing with the conveyance thereof to him in 1886, all the 
recitals in which were to be deemed to be correct, and the earlier title was 
not to be investigated or inquired into. The abstract was duly delivered, 
from which it appeared that all the documents of title set forth in the 
abstract were, at the time the contract was entered into, in the possession 
of the vendor’s mortgagee under or by virtue of a mortgage dated the 3rd 
of January, 1887, tosecure £3,000 and interest. Neither the purchaser 
nor his solicitors were aware, until the delivery of the abstract, that the 
property was in mortgage. The purchaser’s solicitors required the pro- 


| duction of the documents of title for the verification of the abstract. 


The vendor's solicitors offered to procure the production of the deeds at 
the office of the mortgagee’s solicitors on payment by the purchaser of 
the expenses of such production and inspection. The purchaser con- 
tended that the cost should be borne by the vendor. The vendor ob- 
jected, on the ground that the costs fell on the purchaser under section 3, 
sub-section 6, of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. It was contended on be- 
half of the purchaser that the agreement was one for the sale of the 
property free from incumbrances, and that the effect of that would be 
that no expense could be thrown on the purchaser by reason of the ex- 
istence of the incumbrance. 

Kay, J., said: The Act of Parliament is quite clear and express. Section 
3, sub-section 6, provides that ‘‘ on a gale of any pews, the expense of 
the production and inspection of ’’—I read it shortly—‘‘all deeds, &c., 
not in the vendor's possession shall be borne by the purchaser.’’ That is 
a very clear and positive enactment, and will apply, of course, to the case 
where, as here, the vendor had mortgaged the property, the deeds were in 
the possession of his mortgagee, and he could not obtain the production 
of them to verify the abstract without some expense. That expense is to 
be borne, not by him, but the purchaser. So says the Act of Parliament. 
The rule before the Act of Parliament was the other way, as stated 
in page 159 of the last edition of Mr. Dart’s work on Conveyancing. 
So far the matter is unarguable. Then, it is said, there is a difference 
here because sub-section 9 of this same section says that the whole 
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section applies only if and so far as a contrary intention is not ex- 
pressed in the contract of sale. Pausing here, there is no contrary 
intention whatever in this contract of sale. The contract of sale 
says nothing whatever; it says not a word about the expenses of 
verifying the abstract. It does not say they are to be borne by the 
vendor. There is no contrary intention expressed of any sort; but sub- 
section 9 goes on:—‘‘It shall have effect subject to the terms of the 
contract and provisions herein contained.’ It is said that means some- 
thing more than the expression of a contrary intention, and although 
there is no contrary intention expressed in the contract, yet the contract, 
when looked into, may contain terms which shew that this section 
ought not to apply. That is a pretty strong way of dealing with an Act 
of Parliament ; and I am very reluctant indeed to accept any interpreta- 
tion of that kind. Those words, ‘‘shall have effect subject to the terms of 
the contract,’’ seem to me to be put in out of that supcrabundant caution 
which conveyancers always use, whether drawing Acts of Parliament or 
anything else. All I can say is, sub-section 6 does not apply to the par. 
ticular case. I have said there is no contrary intention expressed, but 
what is relied on here is this, that the sale is stated to mean the sale of 
certain property and the inheritance thereof and fee simple in possession, 
free from incumbrances, except as hereinafter mentioned, which does not 
include this mortgage, and there is no mention on the face of the contract 
or allusion to the existence of the mortgage which occasions this ques- 
tion. How can that be the expression of a contrary intention? I was 
going to say in nine cases out of ten, but certainly in the greater number of 
cases, where a vendor sells property the property is at the time in mort- 
gage, and he obtains the payment off of the mortgage generally at the 
time of completing the conveyance, the mortgagee joining in the convey- 
ance and taking his money. That, as one knows, is a very common case, 
and whether those words ‘‘ free from incumbrances’’ were in the contract 
or not, the effect of the contract would be exactly the same. Of course it 
would be free from incumbrances if the words were not there, and it was 
very candidly admitted that the arguments go so far as this, that, even if 
the words were not there, still, if the contract in any way referred to it, 
the vendor must pay the costs, notwithstanding the Act of Parliament, of 
obtaining the deeds for the purpose of verifying the title. I cannot 
whittle away an Act of Parliament in that way. I object extremely to try 
to get rid of the effect of a positive enactment by fine distinctions of that 
kind. Here I have a positive enactment. I have got a sub-section which 
I understand to mean that the enactment shall prevail unless the contract 
shews the contrary intention, and the contract shews no contrary intention 
whatever. 

The second point, as to the concurrence of the vendor’s mortgagee, 
turned on the construction of the 8th clause of the contract—viz., On 
payment of the purchage-money at the times and in the manner herein 
mentioned, the vendor and all necessary parties (if any) shall make and 
execute to the purchaser a proper assurance of the premises, such 
assurance, and every other assurance, act, und thing required by the pur- 
chaser for perfecting or completing the vendor's title or otherwise, to be 
prepared, obtained, made, and done by, and at the expense of, the pur- 
chaser. Under that clause it was contended by the vendor that the costs 
of the mortgagee’s concurrence in the conveyance ought to be borne by the 
purchaser. It was contended on behalf of the purchaser that the expenses 
of the concurrence of the incumbrancer was really part of the cost of re- 
demption—the incumbrancer being entitled to require that the whole of 
the principal money, interest, and costs due to him should be paid before 
he concurred, and as the bargain was that the vendor was to free the pur- 
chaser from the incumbrance, the costs of the concurrence of the mortga- 
gee ought to fall on the vendor. 


Kay, J., said: That is an extremely ingenious and cogent argument, but 
I am afraid I cannot accede to it. If purchasers will be sd foolish as to 
sign contracts of this kind they must take the consequences. This con- 
tract is in words as plain as can be. It does not affirm or disaffirm the 
proposition that the property is free from incumbrances, it says nothing 
about them. It only says it shall be conveyed free from incumbrances— 
that is to say, not that it shall be conveyed, but it is to be sold, free from 
incumbrances. It provides expressly that the vendor and all other neces- 
sary parties (if any) shall make and execute to the purchaser a proper assur- 
ance of the premises, such assurance, and every other assurance, act, and 
thing required by the purchaser for perfecting or completing the vendor's 
title or otherwise, to be prepared, obtained, made, and done by, and at the 
expense of, the purchaser—wordsas large ascan be. Thatclearly includes the 
cost of obtaining the execution of the conveyance. By ‘‘a)l other necessary 
parties’? must include the mortgagee executing in the usual way, and 
accordingly, the purchaser having made that contract, I musi hold him to 
his contract, and the summons must be allowed, with costs.—QovunsgEL, 
Williams ; Thompson. Soutcrrors, Robson ; Janson, Cobb, § Pearson. 


CAMPBELL v, LLOYD'S BANK—Chitty, J., 29th March. 
Recerver AND Manacger—Mortcace or CoLiieriss. 


In this case the question arose as to the right of mortgagees of 
collieries, chiefly leasehold, and to a small extent freehold, to the 
appointment of a receiver and manager, although there was no special 
reference in the mortgage to the colliery business. The mortgagees had 
entered into possession, and had kept on the collieries at a loss, performing 
the obligations of the covenants in the leases. 


Curry, J., said that the sole principle in such cases was the preserva- 
tion of the security. On that principle the mortgagees were doubtless 
entitled to the appointment of a manager. There was also some authority 
on the point, for Jessel, M.R., in Peek v Trinsmaran Iron Co. (24 W. R. 
361, 2 Ch. D. 115) had made such an order as now asked under 
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somewhat similar circumstances, and in Seton on Decrees, 4thed., p. 421, 
there was an order set out to a like effect made in an unreported case. 
He made the order as asked.—Covnset, Latham, Q.C., and 7. Rawlinson ; 
Farwell, Soxrcrrors, Walters, Deverell, § Co. ; Davidson §& Morris. 


THE NORTHERN ASSURANCE CO. vv. 
30th March. 


RENT-CHARGE SECURED ON Guene Lanp—AcTION To raise ARREARS 1nY 
Sate—Norice to Patron or Livina. 


HARRISON—North, J., 


This case (noted ante, p. 317) came again before the court. The action 
was brought to raise, by a sale of glebe land belonging to a rectory, the 
arrears of a rent-charge seeured on the land. The rector was the only 
defendant. The rent-charge had been created, under the provisions of a 
special Act of a land company, and by virtue of an absolute order of the 
Inclosure Commissioners, for the purpose of paying, by a series of annual 
instalments, the principal and interest of a sum advanced by the company 
under the authority of their Act to pay the cost of improvements in farm 
buildings and otherwiee upon the glebe land. The plaintiffs were assignees 
of the rent-charge. When the action came on upon motion for judgment, 
North, J., thought that notice ought to be given to the patron of the living 
in order that he might have an opportunity, if he desired it, of keeping 
down the rent-charge, and the case was ordered to stand over for that pur- 
pose. The case was placed in the paper again to-day, and the plaintiffs’ 
counsel stated that the patron had been communicated with, and had de- 
clined to interfere. A letter had also been written to the bishop of the 
diocese, and he had replied that he thought the land had better be sold as 
proposed. 

Nortn, J., said that he thought Scottish Widows’ Fund v. Craig (20 
Ch. D. 208) was a precedent, and he would give judgment in the same 
form as in that case.—CovunseL, 4. R. Kirby. Soxscrrors, Ashurst, Morris, 
& Co, 


Re THE PORTUGUESE CONSOLIDATED COPPER MINES (LIM.)—North, J,, 
2nd April. 


CompaNy—REcTIFICATION OF ReGIsTER OF SHAREHOLDERS—INVALID ALLOT- 
MENT—IRREGULAR APPOINTMENT OF Quorum or Directors—CompanrEs 
Act, 1862, s. 35. 


This was a motion to rectify the register of shareholders of the company 
by striking out the name of the applicant from it, the question being 
whether a valid allotment of shares had been made to him. The company 
was registered on the 20th of October, 1888. The articles of association 
provided that the regulations of Table A to the Companies Act, 1862, 
should not apply to the company. They also provided that the shares 
should be allotted by the directors to such persons and in such manner as 
they should think proper; that the directors should not be more than ten 
nor less than three in number; that the qualification of a director should 
be the holding of at least forty shares ; that the first directors should be 
appointed by a majority of the subscribers to the memorandum of associa- 
tion ; and that the directors might determine the quorum necessary for the 
transaction of business. On the 22nd of October the seven subscribers to 
the memorandum appointed four persons to be directors of the company, 
and also a fifth, who was to take his seat after allotment. On the 24th of 
October Steele (the present my eee applied for one hundred shares and 
paid a deposit. On the same day the first meeting of the board of direc- 
tors was held, but only two of the four directors were present. They 
passed a resolution that two directors should form a quorum, and then pro-- 
ceeded to allot shares, making (inter alia) an allotment of one hundred 
shares to Steele. At this time no shares had been allotted to any of the 
directors, but on the next day an allotment was made of forty shares to 
each of the four directors. On the evening of the 24th of October notice 
of the allotment was given to Steele, and on the 25th of October 
his solicitors, by his instructions, served notice on the company that he 
withdrew his application for shares. On the 26th of October those two of 
the four directors who had not been present at the meeting on the 24th of 
October respectively signed documents by which they expressed their con- 
currence in the resolution that two directors should form a quorum. On 
behalf of the applicant it was argued that the allotment to him was 
invalid, because two directors could not fix the quorum, and also because 
no directors possessed a qualification at the time when the allotment was 
made. On behalf of the company it was contended that the subsequent 
concurrence of the absent directors amounted to a ratification of the reso- 
lution fixing the quorum, and that the ratification related back to the pass- 
iug of the resolution and made the resolution valid ab initio, and that the 
first directors, having been appointed by the subscribers. to the memor- 
andum in accordance with the provisions of the articles, stood in the same 
position as if they had been nominated directors by the articles, and could 
act although they did not possess a qualification. 


Nortu, J., held that the allotment to the applicant was invalid, and 
that his name must be removed from the register. His lordship thought 
there was nothing in the objection that the directors were not qualified by 
holding shares, for they could not acquire a qualification till someone made 
anallotment. But the articles gave power “‘ to the directors" to determine 
the quorum, and there was nothing to indicate that any number of directors 
who happened to be at the first meeting could do it. They could not 
appoint themselves a quorum and then bind the company by what they 
did. The attempted ratification by the two directors could have no effect, 
the applicant having meanwhile repudiated the shares.—CounseL, Napier 
Higgins, Q C., and Farwell ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.O., and W. Baker, So.tcttors, 
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Stretton, Hilhard, § Co.; Burn § Berridge. 
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Re THE MIDLAND ELECTRIC LIGHT AND POWER CO. (LIM.)—North, J., 
29th March. 


Comrany — Recrirication Or REGISTER SHAREHOLDERS — 
Suangs at A Discounr—Comranigs Act, 1862, s. 35. 


This was a motion, under section 35 of the Companies Act, 1862, to 
rectify the register of shareholders of this company by striking out the 
name of Arthur Chamberlain as the holder of 2,074 shares of £10 each 
nominal value, on the ground that they had been issued at a discount, and 
the contract for their issue was, therefore, wird vires and void. The ques- 
tion was, whether the contract was really a contract to issue the shares at 
a discount, or a contract to issue them in consideration of a debt due by 
the company to Chamberlain equal to the amount of the nominal value of 
the shares. An agreement was entered into in April, 1887, between Cham- 
berlain and the company, which provided for the sale by him of certain 
concessions to the company. ‘The agreement also provided that advances 
should be made by him on account of the company, payable by the com- 
pany to him on demand, with interest at the rate of 15 per cent. per 
annum from the dates of the advances, with an alternative that he should 
have the option of taking shares, to be paid for by him by the advances, 
without interest, but with the addition of 15 per cent. on the money 
advanced. The amount advanced to the company by him up to the end 
of 1887 was found to be £18,041 5s.11d., and £2,706 3s. 9d, or 15 per 
cent., added to that sum brought the amount for which he was to have 
the option of taking up to the aggregate of £20,747 93. 8d. A second agree- 
ment was made between the company and Chamberlain in April, 1888, 
which contained a recital that he had elected to accept in satisfaction of 
£20,710, part of the aggregate sum, 2,070 fully paid-up shares, leaving a 
balance due to him of £79s. 8d., and provided that, as soon as that agree- 
ment should be registered, that number of shares should be issued to him. 
The sgreement was registered, and the shares were issued to Chamberlain. 
A year’s interest was not, at the date cf the agreement, due on the whole 
of the advances, and, to the extent to which the amount added to the 
total of the advances exceeded the interest due, it was contended that the 
shares were really issued at a discount, and that, consequently, the con- 
tract for their issue was u/ird vires and void. On behalf of the company, 
it was urged that the whole agreement of April, 1887, must be taken 
together, and that the sum of £20,747 9s. 8d. was, therefore, a debt due 
partly for advances and partly for purchase-money ; and that the shares 
were, therefore, issued in consequence of a debt of the company equal in 
amount to their nominal value. 

Nort, J., held that the register must be rectified. He said that the 
parties by their agreement had shewn that the transactions were distinct, 
and had themselves severed them. The nominal purchase-money was 
more than the advances and interest. The shares were, therefore, issued 
at a discount, and it followed that the contract to issue them was void.— 
CounssgL, Birrell; R. J. Parker. Soxtcrrors, Radford § Frankland. 


OF IssuE OF 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ex parte BYRNE, Re APELT—(. B. Div., 2nd April. 


Costs or Soricrror—ORrDER TO REPAY—FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH ORDER— 
ArpLicaTion TO comMIT—Bankrvuptcy Rvuxgs, 1886, nr. 112 (2)—Dentors 
Act, 1869, s. 4. 

This was an application by the trustee in the bankruptcy for the com- 
mittal of a solicitor who had acted for the petitioning creditor in conse- 
quence of his neglect to pay over certain moneys according to order. By 
rule 112 (2) of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, it is provided that where the 
estimated assets of the debtor do not exceed the sum of three hundred 
pounds a lower scale of solicitor’s costs shall be allowed in all proceedings 
under the Act in which costs are payable out of the estate—namely, three- 
fifths of the charges ordinarily allowed, disbursements being added ; ‘‘ and 
if in error any charges have been allowed or paid on the higher scale, and 
the gross proceeds of the assets shall be ascertained not to exceed three 
hundred pounds, the excess shall be disallowed, and if paid shall be 
repaid to the trustee.’’ In the present case certain costs had been paid to 
the solicitor on the higher scale; but, it being found that the assets were 
under three hundred pounds, an order was made that the solicitor should 
repay to the trustee the sum of £3 12s. 7d. and costs. The solicitor 
paid the £3 12s. 7d., but failed to pay the costs, and, there being no goods 
— execution could be issued, the trustee now applied for his com- 
mittal. 

Cavs, J., declined to make the order. His lordship said that he was not 
at all sure the case came within the enactment. The solicitor was a 
solicitor ordered to pay money ; but it seemed extremely doubtful whether 
he was ordered to pay it in his character of solicitor. It could scarcely be 
said that a solicitor who received costs in a bankruptcy was obliged to 
keep the money in his pocket on the chance of having to repay a portion 
of it. The case might be mentioned again if any authority could be 
found, but the only thing which could be done at present was to 
es it to stand over generally.—Covnset, H. FE. Duke. Sori ITOR, 

» Curtis. 


LUMLEY v. BROOKES—C. A. No. 2, 3rd April. 
Soricrror—Acrtion ror Costs—Covunter-cLaim FoR NEGLIGENCE—PRoPER 
Form OF JUDGMENT. 

A question arose in this case as to the proper form of judgment in an action 
brought by solicitors against a client to recover the amount of a bill of costs 
and disbursements, there being a counter-claim by the client for alleged 
negligence on the part of the solicitors. By his statement of defence the 
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defendant pleaded that he had not retained the plaintiffs as his solicitors, 
and that the alleged services had not been rendered by them. In the 
alternative, he pleaded negligence on the part of the plaintiffs. He also 
delivered a counter-claim, by which he alleged that the plaintiffs had con- 
ducted a divorce suit for him negligently, and claimed damages for the 
negligence. At the trial of the action by Kay, J., the defendant did not 
appear, and Kay, J., he:d that the plaintiffs had proved their retainer. 
They gave evidence that they had rendered the alleged services to the de- 
fendant, and that they had made the alleged disbursements on his behalf. 
The plaintiff's counsel insisted that they were entitled to judgment in the 
action, and to judgment dismissing the counter-claim with costs, but 
Kay, J., refused to give judgment iu that form, and made an order (in the 
ordinary form of an order upon a summons for taxation under the Solici- 
tors Act of 1843) referring the bill to the taxing master for taxation, re- 
serving the costs of the action, and adjourning the further hearing, with 
liberty to apply. On the appeal it was urged on behalf of the pluintiffs 
that they were entitled to an interlocutory judgment for the amount 
claimed by them, subject to taxation, and to final judgment in their 
favour on the counter-claim, with costs. Otherwise they would not be able 
to plead res judicata to another action by the defendant for negligence, 
though they had really succeeded on the issue of negligence upon the 
counter-claim. The defendant did not appear on the appeal. 


Tue Covrt allowed the appeal. Corton, L.J., was of opinion that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to judgment on the claim and on the counter- 
claim, so as to prevent tke questions raised upon them from being raised 
again in another action. The counter-claim ought to be dismissed, with 
costs, and the plaintiffs ought to have the costs of the action and to have 
judzment for the amount claimed, subject to taxation. Linpiry, LJ., 
said that the plaintiffs were entitled to get rid, once for all, of the action 
for negligence. They were also entitled to judgment upon their claim. 
Fry, L.J., concurred. The order made was to the following effect :— 
Dismiss the counter-claim, with costs to be paid by the defendant. Refer 
the bill to the taxing master for taxation pursuant to the Act of 1843, 
The plaintiffs to give credit at the time of taxation for all sums received 
by them from or on account of the defendant. The defendant to pay the 
amount certified by the taxing master (adding thereto or deducting there- 
from, as the case might require, the costs of the taxation), together with 
the costs of the action up to and including the trial, and the costs of the 
appeal.—CounsgL, J. G. Witt and Ernest De Witt. Soxtcrrors, Lumley § 
Lumley. 


JAMES v. JAMES—Q. B. Div, 3rd April. 


Sotrcrrork — PartNersHip AGREEMENT — Transrer or ‘‘ GoopwitL’’? — 
DocuMENTS BELONGING TO CLIENTS. 


This was an application to set aside a submission to an award. In 
August, 1886, the plaintiff, who was the widow and executrix of the 
late Mr. James, a solicitor, entered into an agreement with the defend- 
ants, which contained provisions to the following effect :—(1) That 
the estate of the late Mr. James should be wound up by the partners free 
of charge; (2) That from the following Michaelmas the partners should 
take over the business premises; (3) That no charge should be made by 
Mrs. James for the goodwill of her late husband’s practice. Questions 
erising under this agreement had been submitted to arbitration and an 
award made, and the defendants then obtained a rule nisi to set aside the 
submission on the grounds (1) that the arbitrator wrongly held that the 
word ‘‘ goodwill’ in the agreement between the parties did not include 
the right to the possession of the clients’ papers as against the plaintiff ; 
(2) That he had rejected evidence on the question of the accepted meaning 
of ‘* goodwill’ in the profession on the transfer of a solicitor’s business; 
(3) That he had rejected evidence as to the intention of the parties when 
the agreement was entered upon. 


Tue Court (Denman and Sreruen, JJ.) held that, assuming that the 
‘* goodwill” passed to the defendants under this agreement, a transfer of 
the “‘ goodwill’ of a solicitor’s business does not, in the absence of express 
stipulation, include his clients’ papers, and discharged the rule.—Counsg., 
Gore and Davies ; Lawrence and Terrell. Soxtcrrors, Peacock § Goddard ; 
Bridges, Sawtell, Haywood, Ram, § Dibdin. 


SOLICITOR STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
April 2.—Grorcz Avcusrus Witton (21, Oxford-road, Oxford-streets 
Manchester). 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


STAMPS ON ORDERS APPOINTING NEW TRUSTEES UNDER 
THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 
Notice, 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C., 
April 3rd, 1889. 

Sir,—The Board of Inland Revenue having had before them your 
letter of the 25th ult., Iam directed to state that they must adhere to 
their adjudication of the 23rd February last, which ruled that original 
appointments of trustees, as distinguished from those of new trustees, are 
not chargeable with duty. This ruling follows the Board’s reading of 
section 38 of the Settled Land Act, 1582, and unwilling as they are to 
interfere with the practice of the registrars, they can only, they are 
afraid, when their opinion is sought by way of adjudication, give it in 
accordance with such reading, until some authoritative decision shall show 
their view to be incorrect.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 





Nelson Ward, Esq. W. H. Cousins, Secretary. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


ASSOCIATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCIETIES. 


The annual meeting cf the above societies was held at the Law 


Institution, London, on the 21st ult., Mr. R. Exxerr in the chair. 
Present—the undermentioned societies, represented as follows :— 


The Birmingham Incorporated Law Society by Messrs. G. J. Johnson | 


and Sir Thos. Martineau. 

The Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law Society by Messrs. 
John Cullimore and T. E. Roberts. 

The Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Law Society by Mr. R. Ellett. 

The Herefordshire Law Society by Mesers. W. J. Humfrys and J. R. 
Symonds, 
— Herts Law Society by Messrs. Walter Grover and Wm. Onslow 

imes, 

The Leeds Incorporated Law Society by Mr. J. S. Newstead. 

The Liverpool Incorporated Law Society by Mesers. R. S. Cleaver and 
C. H. Morton. 

The Manchester Incorporated Law Association by Messrs. Fras. Hamp- 
son, James Heelis, and H. Lycett. 
a Newcastle-on-Tyne Incorporated Law Society by Mr. Joseph M. 

oore. 

The Nottingham Incorporated Law Society by Messrs. Arthur Barlow 
and Henry Wing. 
” be Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society by Mr. Herbert 

ramley. 

The Somersetshire Law Society by Mr. J. H. B. Pinchard, and 

Mr. Thomas Marshall, Secretary. 

The accounts for the past year were presented, audited, and passed. 

Resolved :—‘‘ That Mr. William A. Jevons and Mr. T. Marshall be ap- 
pointed secretaries, and Mr. T. Marshall, treasurer, for the ensuing year.” 

Resolved :—‘ That the subscription for the ensuing year be £% for the 
societies whose members do not exceed fifty, and £4 for the societies whose 
members exceed fifty, as on the last subscription.” 


Soricrrors’ AnnvuaL Certiricate Duty Repra. 

The following resolution was proposed by Mr. Marshall on behalf of 
the Leeds Law Society :— 

‘“‘ That the proposed repeal of Solicitors’ Annual Certificate Duty is in- 
expedient.” 

This was seconded by Mr. James Heelis, on behalf of the Manchester 
Incorporated Law Association, and after a discussion carried with one 
dissentient. 

PayMENT OF AvCTIONEER’s Fse py Purcuaser. 
. oe Ellett moved, on behalf of the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Law 
ociety :— 

‘* That inasmuch as it appears that the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order 
does not prevent the application of the conducting scale in favour of the 
vendor's solicitor where the purchaser pays the auctioneer, it is desirable 
that the conditions of sale issued by provincial law societies should be so 
framed as not to discountenance the use of a condition providing for pay- 
ment of the auctioneer’s fee by the purchaser.’’ 

This was seconded by Mr, J. H. Biddulph Pinchard on behalf of the 
Somersetshire Law Society. 

There being considerable difference of opinion upon the question the 
resolution was withdrawn. 


County Court Costs. 

Mr. C. H. Morton moved, on behalf of the Liverpool Law Society, the 
following resolution, which was seconded by Mr. James Heelis (Men- 
chester), and carried unanimously. 

“That it is desirable that the existing scales of costs in the county 
courts should be revised, and that the Incorporated Law Society be 
requested to take steps to secure the adoption of the scales which formed 
part of the suggestions of that society in reference to the new Rules of 
Court, and that this association will co-operate with them to that end.” 


Lanp TransFer Bru, 1889. 

Mr. Lake, the president of the Incorporated Law Society, attended 
during the discussion on this question. 

Read—A letter from Mr. O. ‘I. Saunders, dated March 20, 1889. 

The following resolutions on the subject were passed :— 

Proposed by Mr. Heelis, of Manchester; seconded by Mr. Cleaver, of 
Liverpool. 

(1) ‘That it is still the opinion of this association that the compulsory 
clauses of the Bill will not be beneficial to the public, and that every effort 
should be made in opposition to those clauses.’’ 

Mr. Lake addressed the meeting. 

The following resolution (in substitution of resolution No. 11, passed at 
the Conference of Law Societies held on the 14th of March, 1888) was 
proposed by Mr. Cleaver, seconded by Mr. Heelis, and carried unani- 
mously :— 

(2.) Yi That in order to facilitate the conduct of business, and to prevent 
fraud and personation, the branch offices (which are and should be called 
district registries) of the Land Transfer Board should be numerous and 
local, and should be independent of the principal office *[and that no 
supplemental registration in London is necessary |.’” 

Proposed by Mr. Cleaver, seconded by Mr. Johnson :— 

(3.) ‘'That, subject to the amendment of resolution No. 11 already 


resolved upon, the following resolutions of the Conference of Law Societies 
held on the 14th of March, 1888, numbered 6 to 17 inclusive, be re- 
affirmed” :— 

‘6. If compulsion be decided on, the Bill should be confined to regis- 
tration with a possessory title—abandoning the provisions for registration 
with an absolute or qualified title, and for the establishment of an insur- 

| ance fund. 

“7. Cautions, by which alone the equitable and unregistered title to 
registered land or a registered charge will be protected, should not be re- 
moved or overruled without the consent in writing of the cautioner, or an 
| order of the Land Transfer Board or court, and the proposed service of 
| notice by post will not afford sufficient protection. 

‘*8. A cautioner appearing to oppose a proposed dealing with registered 
| land or a registered charge should only be required to give security if the 
| Land Transfer Board so order, and then only for such amount as the board 
| may deem just. 

| 9, The law of descent on intestacy should either be left as at present, 
or be assimilated for all purposes. The proposed grant of a life interest to 
a surviving husband or wife in the whole real estate of an intestate, what- 
ever its extent and value, without any obligation to maintain and educate 
any issue, or any restriction on re-marriage, is open to very grave objection. 

‘10. Without limiting the right of any proprictor to transact in person 
his own business, the conduct, for fee or reward, of legal business conected 
with land should be intrusted to solicitors. Instruments dealing with re- 
gistered land or a registered charge, and requiring entry on the register, 
should be declared to ba ‘instruments relating to real or personal estate,’ 
within the meaning of section 60 of the Stamp Act, 1870, and not within 
the exception to that section as ‘agreements under hand only,’ and clause 
81, sub-section 5, should be amended by striking out the words authorizing 
the employment and payment of officials by applicants for registration, or 
other persons dealing with the Land Transfer Office in connection with the 
registration of land. 

‘11. In order to facilitate the conduct of business, and to prevent fraud 
and personation, the branch offices (which are and should be called district 
registries) of the Land Transfer Board should be numerous and local, and 
should be independent of the principal office 

‘*12. The qualification of the Registrar-General should be the same as 
was required by the Act of 1875 for the registrar, and that of chief examiner 
of titles and assistant and district registrars should be the same as was re- 
quired by the Act of 1875 for assistant registrars. 

‘13. Provision should be made for av appeal from the decision of the 
judge of the High Court to the Court of Appeal and House of Lords. 

‘*14, The general rules under the Bill which will control the whole 
system of conveyancing for England should be framed by the Land Transfer 
Board, on which solicitors should be represented, and be issued by the 
Lord Chancellor on their advice and responsibility. 

‘¢15. Either Louse of Parliament should be empowered to annul or 
modify all or any one or more of the general rules laid before Parliament 
for approval. 

“16. The Act should not come into operation until after the expiration 
of six months after the first set of rules has been laid before Parliament 
and not been disallowed. 

‘©17. The scale of solicitors’ charges for business transacted in the Land 
Transfer Office should be fixed by the tribunal appointed by the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881.” 

The resolution was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Heelis (Manchester) proposed, and Sir Thos. Martineau (Birming- 
ham) seconded, the following resolution :— ; - 

(4.) ‘*That proper provision should be made in the Bill for the registra- 
tion of chief rents.” 

The resolution was carried unanimously. 

Sir Thos. Martineau moved the following resolution, which was seconded 
by Mr. Cleaver. 

(5.) ‘* That a committee be appointed to give effect to the above resolu- 
tions, with instructions to take such steps both in the House of Lords and 
in the House of Commons, and either in conjunction with the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society or independently as may be thought ex- 
pedient, and that the following law societies—namely, Birmingham, 
Bristol, Herefordshire, Liverpool, Manchester, Newcastle, and Leeds be 
requested to nominate members to act on the above committee, and that 
the honorary secretaries be secretaries of the committee.”’ 

The resolution was carried unanimously. 


Apvocacy 1nv Maaistrares’ Courts. 


Mr. Heelis brought forward questions which had been under the con- 
sideration of the Manchester Incorporated Law Institution, upon the sub- 
ject of the rights of Inland Revenue officers, and police officers, inspectors 
of nuisances, and railway inspectors and others to act as advocates before 
justices. 

, He proposed, and Mr. Cleaver seconded, the following resolution, which 
was unanimously carried. a 

(6.) “That counsel's opinion be taken on behalf of the association upon 
the points raised, and that the Manchester Law Association be requested 
to prepare a case.” F , 

A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the business of the meeting. 





BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The annual general meeting of this association was held on Wednesday 
ia the Middle Temple-hall. ; eats . 
Lord Esuex presided in the unavoidable absence through indisposition 
of Lord Justice Bowen, who had consented to take the chair. 
The object of the society is to give relief, as far as their funds permit, to 
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members of the profession who are in straitened circumstances, and also to | rude outline, was the bar when he joined it forty-two years ago. The 
help their widows and children. The report for 1887-83 (no meeting hav- | system had its great virtues, and it had its great and crying evils, and 
ing been held last year) stated that applications for assistance had greatly | they were aggravated by the powerful men who at that time dominated 
increased, alike in number and urgency. It was to be regretted that only | Westminstcr Hall, and whose spirit guided its administration. Now, 
twelve members had joined the association in each of the last two years. | however, that system was altered. Parties were examined, husband and 
At the close of 1888 there were 766 members. In conclusion, the report | wife could be heard, special pleading knew no refuge upon the habitable 
spoke of the urgent necessity of taking some steps to enable the committee | globe, except, he believed, in the state of New Jersey. Law and equity 
to deal more effectually with the numerous demands made upon them. were concurrently administered, marriage and wills were dealt with by 
Lord Esuer, in moving the adoption of the report and accounts, said | judges who had no flavour of ecclesiasticism about them. And while 
the greater part of the 4 =) was to him entirely and absolutely unsatis- | English law had grown more just and reasonable, he did not think English 
factory. The committee had assisted barristers, members of their pro- | lawyers had grown less learned. One subject upon which they had been 
fession, or their families to the extent of £1,973. It shocked him to think | addressed by the present Solicitor-General—whose opinion was favourable 
that only £1,500 of that amount had been subscribed by members of the to it—was the introduction of the American practice with reference to 
profession. There was a deficit in the accounts, and unless the income | allowing the functions of attorney and barrister to be exercised by the 
was; increased the assistance which the society was at presence giving could | same person. It was true that in the great cities of America, where there 
not be continued. It certainly was not gratifying to them that only | were firms of lawyers, the principle of natural selection sent some of the 
£1,500 could be collected in a year from the 8,000 barristers in the country, | members of the firm into court and kept others in chambers ; so that the 
especially for so good a purpose as this institution served. He trusted | practice modified the ‘principle, but the principle remained, and he 
that the older members of the society would do all they could to induce | believed the extension of it to England was not, whether they liked it or 
their younger brethren to support the association. not, very far off. Whether it would be a benefit or no he felt by no means 
Sir Epwarp Crarke seconded the adoption of the report, and the | sure. He once asked Mr. Benjamin, who had experience of both systems, 
resolution was unanimously agreed to. which, upon the whole, he thought the best. He replied that the question 
On the motion of Mr. Justice Maruzw, seconded by Mr. C. Hatt, Q.C., | was one which could‘not be answered ina word. ‘If,’ hesaid, ‘‘ you ask 
Mr. Ingle Joyce, Mr. Chadwyck Healey, and the Hen. A. Lyttelton were | me which is best fitted for producing from time to time a thousand ora 
added to the committee. The hon, auditors were then re-elected, and | score very eminent highly cultivated men—men fit to play a great part in 
votes of thanks were passed to the committce and the hon. secretaries, | public affairs, and to stand up for the oppressed and persecuted in times 
after which the Attorney-General moved a vote of thanks to the chair- | of trouble and danger—I should say at once the English. If you ask me 
man. which is best in ordinary times to the vast majority of clients I answer, 
Sir Henry James, in seconding the motion, observed that although | equally without hesitation, the American.’’ That was very weighty and 
there was a deficit in their accounts he looked it boldly in the face, and | very important evidence, and he thought, if Mr. Benjamin was right, 
was not very much afraid of it. They had one asset—the good will of | that what was clearly for the benefit of the vast majority of clients 
the profession—which would never fail them, and he felt sure that as the | was certain to be established in theend. Without expressing any opinion 
facts were made known, and the claims upon their benevolence increased, | on recent hotly-controverted facts, he might say he thought they had 
there would be increased exertions on the part of many members of the | appreciably hastened the advent of the change. One consideration in its 
rofession to meet them. The motion having been carried and acknow- | favour was the fact that the prejudice, which it was useless to deny, ex- 
edged, the meeting terminated. | isted against the honour and morality of the profession arose mainly from 
—— | the supposed conflict between the rules of the profession and the rules of 
ethics. It was said, and believed, that conduct which morals would condemn 
LAW ASSOCIATION, | was sanctioned by the principles of their profession. That men belong- 
At a meeting of the directors, held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law | ing to their profession had done things as advocates which they would 
Society, on Thursday, the 4th inst.—the following being present: viz., Mr. disdain as men he sorrowfully and freely admitted, but that said nothing 
Sidney Smith (chairman), and Messrs. Collisson, Desborough, Finch, | against the profession itself. Some clergymen often preached things 
Gregory, Hedger, Lucas, Sawtell, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary)—a | they utterly disbelieved ; some soldiers and sailors violated the laws of 
grant of £25 was made to the daughter of a late member, and the ordinary | war and honesty; some traders cheated; some professional witnesses 
general business was transacted. | fenced with scientific truth, which they ought to be the impartial 
| guardians of. That only shewed that in all professions, however noble 
| and sacred, men were to be fouad whose conduct was not guided by the 
a a aaa Oa | moral code—he would not say of the New basa but of enone 4 or 
| Cicero. More was heard of the shortcomings of lawyers because they 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOUR NAL. practised in the light of day and a the — Pd a He — that 
a asian vitebiaiiacemades: <ancameniionta their principles were different from those which guided men of honour 
BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. | in pl yo. genase They practised in courts of law: they were con- 
The annual dinner of this students’ society took place on Saturday | tent for legal results to be arrived at by legal rules. In criminal courts 
evening ; the Lord Chief Justice in the chair. men were punished not for sins but for crimes. Some sins, amongst the 
After the usual loyal toasts, Lord Cotenrincr delivered his presidential | worst men could commit, were unpunished and unpunishable by human 
address. In making acomparison between what the profession was when | tribunal. Crimes were not punishable till they were proved, and they 
he entered it and what it was now, he said that he began his legal life in | could be proved only according to the rules of evidence, which were rules 
1847, and at that time the common law rested mainly, though not | of law. All that was true of civil issues tried in civil courts. Now, those 
exclusively, on special pleading, and truth was investigated by rules of | were really the tritest platitudes, and yet they were habitually forgotten 
evidence so carefully framed to exclude falsehood that very often truth | or disregarded in the discussion which arose about the morality and 
was quite unable to force its way through the barriers which had been | honour of lawyers. Granted, what no reader of the New Testament 
erected. Plaintiff and defendant, husband and wife, persons, excepting | could deny, that advocacy was a lawful calling ; granted that what a man 
Quakers, who objected to the oath, those with an interest direct or indirect, | might honourably say and do for himself the advocate might say and do 
immediate or contingent, in the issue to be tried, were all absolutely | for him—not more and not less—and he asked for them no further con- 
excluded. Nonsuits were constant, not because there was no cause of | cession, they could desire to be judged by no other rule. A man ina 
action, but because the law refused to hear the only persons who could | court of law might contend that by law an estate belonged to him, that a 
= it. He did not speak of chancery, which had defects of its own, debt was due to him, that a crime had not been committed by him; by 
cause he pretended to no more knowledge of chancery practice than | legal means he contended for legal rights, by the same means he repelled 
was picked up by a common lawyer who, as he rose in his profession, was | legal wrong, and what he might do or might not do for himself an ad- 
taken into courts of equity to examine witnesses or to argue casesin which | vocate might do or might not do for him. A man might not lie for him- 
there was a conflict of facts. Questions as to marriage and wills were | self, neither make his advocate lie for him; a man might not deliberately 
under the jurisdiction of courts called ecclesiastic, with a procedure and | conceive or accuse a man of a crime of which he knew him to be innocent, 
principles, happily, entirely their own, and presided over by judges not | or devise a slander, or without careful inquiry disseminate one—neither 
appointed by the Crown. Admiralty jurisdiction, at all times of great, ! might an advocate. It could not be denied that the English system 
and in time of war of enormous, importance, was in practice com- | greatly increased the temptation to do these things by dividing the 
mitted to an ecclesiastical judge. Criminals, except in cases of high | responsibility. A man made a detailed attack on the character of 
treason and miedemeanour, could be defended by counsel only through | another, which turned out to be unfounded: he said he followed his in- 
the medium of cross-examination, and speeches could be delivered, with | structions. Granted he did: if he took reasonable care to inquire into the 
those exceptions, only by the prisoners themselves. Then, too, during large | nature of the evidence and the character of the witnesses, he was no more to 
ortions of the year the common law courts were from necessity closed. | he blamed than another man who repeated something which he was eatisfied 
he circuits occupied not quite but nearly contemporaneously the services | himself was unimpeachable; but if he made a statement without 
of fourteen judges, and while circuits went on there was no work in Lon- | careful inquiry he was absolutely without excuse, and he deserved the 
don except by the Privy Council or the House of Lords. The circuits ' scornful condemnation of all men. Whilst the speaker was not insensible 
were great professional schools. Friendships formed on circuit were of the many advantages of the present system, he could not shut his eyes 
sometimes close and the most endearing men could form with one another. | to the many countervailing bentfits to be found in the American practice, 
The cheery eociety, the frank manners, the pride in the body they | though it would, no doubt, be a long while before that practice was intro- 
belonged to, the discipline of the mess, the friendly mingling together on ' duced in the English courts. He asked them to accept his short address 
equal terms by old and young men, the lessons to be learned both from | as a poor token of goodwill from an old judge to yoathful students, from 
leaders good and leaders bad by constant attendance in court, the large one who was at the end of his career to those who were at the begin- 
amount of important and profitable business which was transacted—all ning of theirs, from one who had had much more success than he 
those things gave circuits an important and useful place in the life of the , deserved, and who wished with all his heart that they might succeed at 
common lawyer, which, however, he was afraid they were ceasing to have, | least as well and deserve it better. 
except on one or two of the largest and most important of them. Such, ina| The Town Cxerx proposed ‘The Bench and the Bar,” and said they 
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| were proud of the bench, which stood pre-eminent as an English institu- 


| tion, and they were proud of the bar, from whose ranks the bench was 


a 


recruited. They had peculiar reason to be proud of the bench and the bar 
in Birmingham, for he questioned very much whether in the history of 
Birmingham they had ever had present within the city, as they had that 
day, three judges of the land. 

Mr. Jetr, Q.C., in responding, said he was one of those who did not 
agree with the view of those who were in favour of the fusion of the two 
branches of the profession. He believed it would be all very well in 
another country, such as America, and he thought if we in this country 
were starting again it might possibly be that it would be the right system 
to introduce ; but he did not think it ought to be forgotten that the two 
branches of the profession, which he considered to be absolutely equal, had 
each their own peculiar work. It was said that the branch of the profes- 
sion to which he belonged was the higher, and the other the lower; he did 
not and never had recognized any such distinction. If they considered for 
a moment the interests at large, apart from litigation, which were in the 
hands of solicitors, he could not help thinking that the interests in their 
hands were larger, more numerous, and far wider-reaching than the 
interests placed in the hands of the bar. What were they to say of the 
landed gentlemen and noblemen whose estates, family secrets, whose 
testamentary dispositions, were absolutely almost in the hands of the 
solicitor? If they took England from one end tothe other they would find 
greater functions performed by the solicitor than the barrister. A great 
many reasons might be urged against the fusion of the two branches of the 
profession. According to his experience—and he had spoken to a number 
of men at the top of the profession, and found that the most eminent of 
them agreed with him—it would be derogatory to place the solicitor in the 
same division as the barrister. They hada position of their own, and they 
did not desire to exchange for the more feeble functions which the barrister 
had to perform, 

The Lorp Curkzr Justice proposed ‘‘ The Birmingham Law Students’ 
Society,’’ and said societies, like corporations, had no weaknesses, and 
never died, and they that day physically and mentally presented no signs 
of that physical or mental decay which forty-two years of law were apt to 
leave on anyone. In their city, which had its Priestley, its Watt, its 
Boulton, and which honoured itself by its unshaken fidelity to John 
Bright, they had room for old things as well as for new; and, along with 
all the various modern improvements and modern industries that it 
contained, they had a place also for the study of the oldest science in the 
country—for the study of law, which was venerable grown, but which was 
ever young, and on the edifice of which were to be found traces still of the 
Great Alfred, an edifice which took its form under the Plantagenets, and 
to which Victoria had not even yet added the topmost tower or the 
latest ornament. He could not conceive any better or more useful 
institution than that which brought men together to study and keep up 
a science like that of the law—intellectual, political in the broad and old 
sense of that word, and most eminently practical. He trusted that the 
society would long flourish. 

Mr. W. H. Kine responded. He said the society had been in existence 
since 1847, and no sign of decay could be seen amongst them. 

Mr. R. Harnis, Q.C., gave ‘* The Birmingham Law Society,” and spoke 
of the decrease in the number of cases tried in the London law courts, and 
said he believed it had been brought about by the great delay in getting a 
case before the courts. In many instances now lay tribunals were 
created. Judges were appointed by the clients themselves, and they were 
contented with the decision which ended their dispute, and prevented 
them from having a legal decision which to-day might give a verdict for 
the plaintiff and five months afterwards to the defendant, a year after 
that to the plaintiff again, and two years further on still to the defendant. 
What the public required was a speedy determination of their disputes. 
He mentioned the matter because the Lord Chief Justice must, of 
necessity, have a very great influence im the direction of the reforms 
which were going on, and on those reforms the law societies of England 
must have a keen eye. 

Sir Tuomas Marrineav, in reply, said it would be the greatest mistake 
they could make if they were to take up any position of obstructiveness 
with reference to the reforms in the law. It was the Law Society that 
could suggest the most practical remedies, and they would be failing in 


their duty if the societies representing the great body of the profession | 


were not to bring to bear the whole of their experience to suggest 
practical amendments in the carrying out of the legislative measures that 
were before Parliament. In the long run what was to the interest of the 
client was to the interest of the solicitor. In a great community like 
Birmingham there never would be wanting work for lawyers. 

After other toasts the proceedings terminated. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvupents’ Denative Socrery.—2nd April._—Mr. E. Topp in the 
chair.—The debate, ‘‘ That, having regard to our political relations with 
foreign countries, it is desirable that a well-considered scheme of con- 
scription should be adopted in the country,’’ was opened by Mr. J . Cor- 
nelius Wheeler. He was supported by Messrs. Windsor, Todd, Winter, 
Megg, and Stringer, and opposed by Messrs. Rhys, Sinclair, Cox, 
G. Murton, Crawford, Ogle, Nimmo, and Blagden. Mr. Wheeler replied, 
and the motion, on being put to the society, was lost. 








We observe with great regret the announcement of the dangerous ill- 
ness of Sir W. C. Petheram, Chief Justice of the High Court at Calcutta. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gzorcs WELxER, solicitor, of 28, Budge-row, and of Deptford and 
Bromley, has been appointed a Commiesioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Grorce Scaurs, solicitor (of the firm of Hart, Head, & Scales), of 
Dorking, has been appointed Clerk to the Dorking Board of Guardians, 
Assessment Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary 
Authority. Mr. Scales was admitted a solicitor in 1884. His senior 
partner, Mr. John Hart, is registrar of the Dorking County Court and 
clerk to the county magistrates and the commissioners of taxes. 


Mr. Epwarp Witu1aM Brat, solicitor (of the firm of Beal, Phillips, & 
Beal), of 49, Finsbury-pavement, and of St. Albans, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Magistrates for the Tower Division of [ondon, in succession 
to the late Mr. Blomfield Burnell. Mr. Beal was admitted a solicitor in 
1870. He was formerly deputy-clerk of the peace for the Liberty of St. 
Albans, and he has been for several years clerk to the Metropolis General 
Assessment Sessions and clerk to the magistrates for the Finsbury and 
Paddington Division of London. 

Mr. Joun Henry Hectrwett, solicitor (of the firm of Jubb, Booth, & 
Helliwell), of Halifax, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Hveu Kirkpatrick Grierson, solicitor, of Southampton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Lewis Henry Loncouorrtom, solicitor (of the firm of Longbottom & 
Sons), of Halifax and Hebden Bridge, has been appointed a Commissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Harry Ticnzorng Davenront, barrister, M.P., has been appointed 
an Unpaid Commissioner in Lunacy. Mr. Davenport is the third son of 
Mr. John Davenport, of Westwood, Staffordshire, and was born in 1833. 
He was educated at Harrow, and at Christ Church, Oxford. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1860, and he 
formerly practised on the Oxford Circuit. Mr. Davenport is a magistrate 
for Staffordshire. He was M.P. for North Staffordshire in the Conserva- 
tive interest from 1880 till 1885, and he has sat for the Leek Division of 
that county since 1886. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLurTIoN. 

Epwarp Watter Hatnes and Joun Cuiurton, jun., solicitors (Haines & 
Clutton), 10, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-street, London. March 25. The said 
Edward Walter Haines will continue to carry on business at No. 10, 
Serjeant’s-inn aforesaid ; and the said John Clutton will carry on business 
at No. 7, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-street. [ Gazette, March 29. 

Cuartes Marsuatt Hore, Francis Stansury Dayman, and Artuvur 


| Fisugr, solicitors (Hole, Dayman, & Fisher), ‘Tiverton and Cullompton. 


March 31. ‘The business of the said firm will in future be carried on 
separately as follows—that is to say, by Charles Marshall Hole, at Tiver- 
ton, and by Francis Stanbury Dayman and Arthur Fisher, under the 
style or firm of Dayman & Fisher, at Tiverton. [ Gazette, April 2. 


—— 


GENERAL, 


Sir James Hannen and Mr. Justice Denman will be the Easter Vacation 
Judges, one of whom will be in attendance at Queen’s Bench Judge’s 
Chambers during the first half, while the other will attend during the 
second half of the vacation. 


The sitting held on the 28th ult. at the Middlesex Sheriff's Court, Red 
Lion-square, was the last that will take place there under the old regime. 
By the operation of the Local Government Act the old court now 
becomes, instead of the Middlesex Sheriff's Court, the Sheriff's Oourt for 
the county of London. It is understood that Mr. Under-Sheriff Burchell 
will continue to sit as representative of the county of London, and that 
cases arising in other parts of Middlesex will be settled elsewhere. 


The Devon and Exeter Law Association have passed a resolution in 
which the gervices rendered by the Incorporated Law Society in watching 
and protecting the interests of the profession are gratefully acknowledged. 
The resolution, which has been sent to all solicitors in Devonshire who 
are not already members of the Incorporated Law Society, urges upon 
them the desirability of joining without delay, as the more completely 
representative the society isthe greater will be its power and value. 


The London Gazette for the 29th ult. contains an Order in Council deal- 
ing with the instructions, precepts, notices, and forms under the Regis- 
tration of Electors Acts. ‘The order, which is of great length, occupying 
nearly forty pages of the Gazette, is dated Windsor, March 2, 1889, when 
the Queen was present in Council. The Local Government Act of last 
year gave the Queen, by Order in Council, the right to alter from time to 
time the instructions, &., under the Registration of Electors Acts, in 
such wise as might seem necessary. The necessity having now arisen, 
certain alterations have been made, and there are added to the order 
three schedules, which contain alterations, in matters relating to instruc- 
tions, precepts, notices, and forms, which shall be valid in law. The first 
schedule deals with ownership electors ; the second and third with Parlia- 
mentary occupation electors and local government electors. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Monday, April ............ & Mr. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr, Rolt 
Tuesday...... 9 Beal Ward Godfrey 
Wednesday ............ 10 Leach Pemberton Rolt 
CS ea 11 3eal Ward Godfrey 
a ee Leach Pemberton Rolt 
ee Beal Ward Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, April ......... 8 Mr. Carrington Mr, Lavie Mr, Clowes 
EE Sa iadves cic cconeses. Jackson Pugh Koe 
Wednesday.. ............ 10 Carrington Lavie Clowes 
INE va 65-05 eesvecncece OO Jackson Pugh Koe 
2S Carrington Lavie Clowes 
IN ee: <evnvosivccoscese BO Jackson Pugh Koe 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY. March 29, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CANADIAN TOBOGGANING SYNDICATE, LimITED.—By an order made by Chitty, J., 
dated Feb 23. it was ordered tbat thesyndicate be wound up. Thomas & Hick, 
Walbrook, solors for petner 

JAMES CHAMBERS & Co., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Marcb 27, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on April6. Willcocks, Great George st, 
Westminster. solor for petner 

NEw FLAGsTAFF MINING Co., LtmiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented March 
27, directed to be heard b-fore North, J., on Saturday, April 6. Kerly & Co, 
Great Winchester st, solors for petner 

PLANTERS AND TRADERS’ ASSOCIATION, LIMITFD.— Petn for winding up, presented 
March 27, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on April6, Goldring & Co, Ab- 
church lane, solors for petrers 


RipspDALES RAILWAY LAME AND LicurinG Co., LimiTED —Stirling, J., has fixed 


Wednesday, April 10, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official | 


liquidator 

TIME Stamp Co., Lim1TED.—Petn for winding up, presented March 27, directed 
to be heard before North, J., on April6. Tayler & Son, Great James st, Bed- 
ford row, solors for petner 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

HARPURHEY PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY.—The Vice-Chancellor has, 
by an order dated Feb 7, appointed Charles K:nest Kendal, Clarence st, Man- 
chester, to be official liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

BUETON LATIMER FRIENDLY SOcCIRTY, Endowed Schoolroom, Burton Latimer, 
Northampton. March 25 

WALTHAM ST. LAURENCE JUVENILE FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Waltham St. Laurence, 
Berks. March 27 

Sinai diidatiiiac ag ean + THREE MONTHS. 

ST SUFFOLK PROVINCIAL CHAPTER FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Clay) 0 owes- 
toft, Suffolk. March 26 Graces tcecntiae 


QUEEN CAROLINE LODGE FAMILY BuRIAL Society, Swan Inn, Fountain st, 


Market st, Manchester. March 26 


London Gazette.— TUESDAY, April 2, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Brinvtey & Co., LimiTEp.--Stirling, J., has fixed April 10, at 12, at his chambers, 
an or the appointment of an official liquidator 

CELLERIERS SYNDICATE, LIMITED.—Crecitors are required, on or before April 16, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Charles Henry Nevill, 11, Queen Victoria st. Thursday, May 2, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

HENRY Pounp, Son, & Hutcuins, LimiTeD.—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 29, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, April 13. Saxelby 
& Faulkner, Ironmonger lane, solors for petners 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
: London Gazette.—Fripay, March 16. 
BaGE, CLaRIssA Louisa, Clifton villas, Enfield Wash, April 25, Clabon & Parker, 
Gt George st, Westminster 
BALL, WILLIAM, Southport, Gent. March 29. Buck & Co, Southport 
puneews, LAURA SERAPHINA, Guildford. April 30. Phillips & Co, Shifnal, 
aio 
BULL, CYRIL JOHN SrrEr, Munster House, Fulham, Esq. April18. Beachcroft 
B _ Theobali’s rd 
ULL, HENRY, Lathbury, Buckingham, Clerk in Holy Order: i -ach- 
,... croft & Co, Theobald’s rd eee ee a 
CANNING, THoMAs, Weston, Somerset, Esq. May1. Abbot & Co, Bristol 
CARNELL, Mary, Swallow st, Piccadilly, Licensed Victualler il 29 
. Esiie Rutiolk ow a I y; ised Victualler. April29. Haynes 
HATTERIS, WILLIAM POLLETT Brown, Sandlef iory, Berks, Es« 7 
77 Walters & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn ee Sey 
CODRINGTON, EDWARD CHRISTOPHER, Exmouth, Retired Colonel. 
Bowerman, Gray’s inn eq 
DaviEs, ROBERT, Liandulas, Denbigh, Esq. May 31. Sisson & George, Rhyl 
Dixon, HAROLD CHRISTIAN. Macclesfield, Bank Manag« yril 1: - Killmiste 
& Pattinson, Macclestictd € anager, April 12, Killmister 
ELDER, Marky, Brighton rd, Stoke Newington. April 20, Mills & Co, Brunswick 
: place, City road ' 
FLOWER, Mary JANE, Lowndes sq. April23. Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
FREEMAN, ANN, Highworth, Wilts, April11. Elwell, Highworth 


GIFFARD, Right Hon. Sir GzorGE MARKHAM, P 


July 1. 


J ) rince’s gdns, South Kensing’ 
Lord Justice of Appeal in Chancery. May 11. yee 


pl, Strand Clayton & Oo, Lancaster 
GLOVER, CHARLES, King’s Norton, Worcester, Bak Ss ox 
Birmingham ‘ er, Baker. March 25. Arnold & Son, 


Gray, ExizA, Rodborough, Gloucester. April 16. Warman, Stroud 


HEBAPATH, JouN, Holmdale rd, Highgate, Builder, April 15, Herapath, Upton 





April 6, 1889. 





——_—_~———. 
——= 





Hewes, THOMAS, Romford rd, Forest gate, Gent. May 1. Hanbury & Co, New 
Broad st ; 

Homes, JAMES GEORGE, Englefield green, Egham, Collector of Parochial Rates, 
April 30. Lott, Gt George st, Westminster : 

HowaArD, Mary, Hale, Chester. May 1. Chapman & Co, Manchester 


| JoHNSTON, WILLIAM JonN, Newcastle upon Tyne, Solicitor. Forthwith. Atkin 
& Herbertson. Newcastle upon Tyne z 

Kane, Sere, Whitehall Easton, Gloucester, Builder. May 13. Jacques & Co, 
| risto. 


KNIGHT, JANE, Farnham, Surrey. April23. Knight & Co, Farnham 


LEDDELL, Henry RICHARD, High Holborn, Hardware Merchant. April 13, 
Greenfield, Queen Victoria st : 
LirscoMBE, HARRIETTE, Camden st, Camden Town. April 24. Sowton, 
i Chichester : 
| MURLEsS, JOHN BERNARD, Bryn Offa, Wrexham, Hotel keeper. April23. Acton 
& Co, Wrexham 
OLDFIELD, CHARLES, Southport, Gent. May1. Wall, Wigan 
OLDHAM, GEORGE, Southport, Gent. April?0. Barrow & Cook, St Helens 
PENROSE, Mary, Beeston Hill, Leeds. April 13. Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Spens, ELIZA MARGARET ALSAGER, Staplehurst, Kent. March 30, Trafford & 
Cook, Northwich . i 
SQUANCE, JULIA, Tunbridge Wells. April15. Darley & Cumberland, John st, 
Bedford row 
STRACRY, Sir EpwARD HENRY GERVASE, Plumstead Hall, Norfolk, Bart. April 
15, Coaks & Co, Norwich 39 : 
SuTTON, W1LLIAM Twiss, Sutton, Hotel Keeper. April16. Saxon & Morgan, 
Somerset st, Portman 6q : ; 
TRAVELL, SUSAN, Hounsfield rd, Sheffield. April 27. Parker & Brailsford, Shef- 
fi 


eld 
hehe JESSIE, Heath Ville, Sale, Chester. April 15. Cooper & Sons, Man- 
chester : 
WARE, JAMES AUSTIN, Clifton, Gent. May1. Brittans & Co, Bristol 
WHEELWRIGHT, WILLIAM, Stanvingley, near Leeds, Labourer, April1. Barker 
& Hargrave, Leeds 
WRIGHT, GEORGE, Southsea. April2. Lush, Southsea 





London Gaz«tte.—TUESDAY, March 19. 

Asncrort, ELLEN, Liverpool. April20. Nicholson, Liverpool 

BicNny, GEORGE, Prince of Wales’s Theatre, Property Master. April 14. Bent- 
wich, Corporation chmbrs, Guildhall yard — 2 

BILHAM, SAMUEL, Scarborough, Labourer. April 5. Fowler, Scarborough 

BLACKBURN, JosHva, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at law. May31. Druces & Attlee, 
Billiter sqr ; 

BRAMMAH. JosspH, Ashton under Lyne, Beerseller. April 20. Darnton & 
Bottomley, Ashton under Lyne a 

BROAD, JOHN, Smallwood, Chester, Farmer. May 2. Stringer, Sandbach 


Brown, WILLIAM, Gateshead. Aprili. Stanton & Atkinson, Newcastle upon 
Tyn 


e 

Camp, Joun, Gospel Oak grove, Kentish Town. April 25. Haynes & Claremont, 
Marlborough chmbrs, Pall Mal : =F! 

COLLEY, ete, SAR ITONED, Yorks, Veterinary Surgeon. April27. Bram- 
ley, Sheffiel< ’ - 

CooKsON, GEORGE REMINGTON, Clifton, nr Bristol, Major General. April 20. 
Francis, Fish st hill ‘ j 

CowEN, Davin, Manchester, Gent. April17. Dixon, Manchester 

DAVIES, ee, Stonehouse, Gloucester, Esq. May 1. Little & Mills, 
Strouc 

ELzice, Sir CHARLES Henry, G.C.B., Horringer, nr Bury St Edmunds. May 1. 
Markby & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

| GEORGE, ANN, Tong, Salop. May1. Masefield & Sons, Ledbury 

GUNNING, ELIZABETH ANN, Dennington pk rd, West Hampstead. April 30. 
Shaw, Old Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane 

HARTLEY, Epwanp HormEs, Cullingwortb, nr Bingley, Yorks, Manufacturer. 
May 6. Killick & Uo, Bradford 

HAWLEY, MaTrHnw, Rawmarsh, Yorks, Earthenware Manufacturer. May 1. 
Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

wien {HOMAS JOHNSON, Leeds, Plumber. May 11, Malcolm & Mayhall, 
ueeds 

HvteEtTt, Davip, High Holborn, Gas-fitting Manufacturer. May18. Foster, 
Queen st pl, Cannon st 

Lowcock, JOHN, Salford, April19. Wigglesworth & Rogerson, Manchester 


MAN, eae, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Retired Captain. May 1. Welton, Wood: 
b 


ge 

Manze, EDWARD, Worthing, Clerk in Holy Orders. Mayi. Little & Mills, 
Strouc 

MarR, WILLIAM, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Gilder. April 15. Child & Son, 

South eq, Gray’s inn 

McSHEEHAN, MICHARL, Haverstock hill, Gent. April 19. Rogers & Co, West- 

minster chbrs, Victoria st 

MITCHELL, Exiza, Gt Crosby, Lancs. April6. Lightbound, Liverpool 

Nott, ARTHUR PRITCHARD, Puddlestone, Hereford. April 25. Cave, Bromyard 

Py1s, ALBERT, Buxton, Coachbuilder. March 30. Taylor & Brown, Buxton 

Suaw, Ropert, Fairfield, Streatham Hill, Esq, May1. Denton & Co, Gray’s 
inn sq 

Srupson, EDWIN, Manchester. May 13, Farrar & Hall, Manchester 


SINCLAIR, JANE, Cancer Hospital, Brompton. March 30, Chambers, Durham 


SMALL, WILLIAM Puinurr Ripgovut, Copythorne, Totton, Southampton, Gent. 
April 13. Harfield & Son, Southampton 
SMITH, GEORGE, Ilfracombe, Mercantile Clerk. June1. Walker, York 
SPENCER, JANE, Cannon st. April 30. Willis, St Thomas’s st, Southwark 
STANCLIFFE, Lyp1A, Halifax. May1. England, Halifax 
snewae, eee, Keighley, York, Butcher. April1. W. & G. Burr {& Co, 
Keighley 
VAUDREY, WILLIAM COLLIER, Bredbury, nr Stockport, Esq. May 1. Vaudrey, 
Manchester 
WALKER, ROBERT SEDDON, Liverpool, Secretary to General Fire and Life Assur: 
ance Co, April 22. Harvey & Co, Liverpool 
7 ines pa W114, Birkenhead, Cart Owner. May 1. Newman & Kent, 
lverpoo 
Weavan, CRARLOUES Brooks, Church st, Hampton. May 7. Winter & Co, 
aorwich 
Wages. puma, Hollywood rd, West Brompton. April 25. James & James, 
yp 


WABNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PuRCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have ' heSanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined by an expert 





from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation (o., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab, 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ADVT.} 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—F RIDAY, March 29, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Apcock. RIcHARD, Knockholt, Kent, Contractor 
Tunbridge Wells Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
BaLL, HENRY, Trudoxhill, Nunney, Somerset, Far- 

mer Frome Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
BANNON, THOMAS, Dover, Kent, Saddler Canterbury 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Bartow, RicHarD, Evering rd, Stoke Newington. 
Commercial Clerk High Court Pet March 27 
Ord March 27 
Besty, G. H., formerly Stamford st, Surrey, Builder 
High Court Pet Marchs Ord March 26 
BRADLEY, RICHARD, Hockley, Birmingham, Journey- 


man Tailor Birmingham Pet March 27 Ord 
March 27 
BROOKE, HENRY, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet March 


25 Ord March 25 

CARSON, ALFRED, Manchester, Builder 
Pet March1 Ord March 27 

CLARKE, HENRY BERGER, Mincing lane, Chemical 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord 
March 26 

CLARKSON, ALFRED, Nottingham, Confectioner Not- 
tingham Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

COoATHUPE, GEORGE CHARLES, St Asaph, Flint, Hotel 
Keeper Bangor Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Cocks, CHARLES, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet March 
26 Ord March 26 

CoTTaM, RicHarD HENRY, Huddersfield, Yorks, Corn 
Merchant Huddersfield Pet March 23 Ord 
March 23 

Crappock, SOLOMON, Bit:hop Wilton, Yorks, late 
Grocer York Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


Manchester 


Cross, SIDLEY ELDRED, Pimlico rd, Milkman High 
Court. Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Curts, HENRY, Nottingham, ‘Timber Merchant 


Nottingham Pet March 26 

Davies, THoMAs, Mountain Ash, Glam, Builder 
Aberdare Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

DENBIGH, HENRY GILBERTSON, Headingley, Leeds, 
Woollen Agent Leeds Pet March 25 Ord 
March 25 

Durr, EDWARD F., Liverpool, Provision Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Feb25 Ord March 26 

DUXFIELD, GEORGE Rosson, Southport, Stationer 
Liverpool Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

FoWKES, ALLEN, Droitwich, Builder Worcester 
Pet March 27 O1d March 27 


Ord March 26 


FULLER, JOHN ANDREWS, Piymouth, Provision 
Dealer East Stonehouse Pet March 27 Ord 
March 27 


Gipson, ALBERT GEORGE, Leeds, Rent Collector 
Leeds Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Giossor, WILLIAM, Ossett, Yorks, Ironmonger 
Dewsbury Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

GOLDSTONE. ABRAHAM, Great Yarmouth, Tailor 
Great Yarmouth Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

GRIFFITHS, Davip, Liansaintfraed in Elvel, Radnor, 
Grocer Newtown Pet March 27 Ord March 97 

HAFFENDEN, JAMES, Reaiing, Chemist Readiog 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Harpy, KOBERT, Kingston upon Hull, Furniture 
Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet March26 Ord 
March 26 

HARDWICK, WILLIAM THOMAS, Eastbourne, Grocer 
Eastbourne Pet March 26 Ord March 23 

HoLBpa00k, WILLIAM DANIEL, Cheetham, Manches- 
ter, Commercial Traveller Manchester Pet 
March 11 Ord March 27 

HubDsON, CHARLES, Castle Donington, Leicestershire, 
Butcher, Leicester Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

JESSEL, FRANK HERBERT, Craven terrace, Hyde 
Park, Gent High Court Pet March 25 Ord 
March 25 

JOHNSON, HENRY, Bispham, Lancs, Farmer Preston 
Pet March 26 Urd March 6 

KEMPSHALL, CHAKLES, Brigkton, Baker Brighton 
Pet March 45 Ord March 25 


KnIGHT3, HARRY WILLIAM, Felixstowe, Suffolk, 
mae ag Ipswich Pet March % Ord 
arch 25 


LANDON, WILLIAM HENRY, Old Kent rd, Dealer in 
Coals High Court Pet March26é Ord March 26 

Le Cren, Louis HENRY, Archway rd, Highgate, 
Commercial Clerk High Court Pet March 25 
Ord March 25 

LkE, JoHN, Aberdare, Glam, Coachbuilder Aberdare 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

LoosE, EpMUND EDWARD, Over Alderley, Cheshire, 
Agent Macclesfield Pet March27 Ord March 27 

Morcan, THomas, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Butcher 
Pontypridd Pet March 26 Ord March x6 

NEEVE, GEORGE HENRY, Deal, Coal Dealer Canter- 
bury Pet March 25 Ord March 2 

O’Ngrtt, LAWRENCE. Stratford, formerly Brewer 
High Court Pet Marzh4 Ord March 27 

PARKINSON, WILLIAM, Poulton-le-Fylde. Lancs, 
Gent Preston Pet March i2 Ord March 26 

Peppak, SARAH ANNE, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Grocer 
Blackburn Pet March 23 Ord March 26 

PIkE, Francis DEACON, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, 
Ironmonger Poole Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

PuGH, Rgxrs, Brecon, Boctmaker Merthyr ‘Ty dfil 
Pet March 27. Urd March 27 

RAatz, WALTER, Swansea, late General Dvaler 
Swansea Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

RaNDELL, WILLIAM, Stoke, St Gregory, Somersct, 
Builder Yeovil Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

RIDDELL, HANNAH, Mumbles, nr Swansea, School- 
mistress Swansea Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Rocgrs, Louisa, New Bond st, Milliner High Court 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Rowe, W1LL1AM, Strood, Kent, Commission Agent 
Rochester Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

SAMUEL, HANNAH, Holloway rd, Ironmonger, High 
Court Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
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] Scent, Sm1on, Little Britain, Commission Agent 

f High Court Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

SEAWARD, LABAN, and HENRY SEAWARD, Itchen 
Stoke Mill, nr Alresford, Hants, Millers Win- 
chester Pet March 26 Ord March 25 

SETTLE, JOHN, Stockton on Tees, Coroner Stockton 
on Tees Pet March23 Ord March 23 

Simms, THoMas CROWTHER, Barugh, nr Barnsley, 
Farm Labourer Barneley Pet March 25 Ord 
Merch 25 

SmytTH, WILLIAM, Leeds, 

eds Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

SouTH, RALPH, and JoHN Souts, York, Wheel- 
wrights York Pet March26 Ord March 26 

Stevens, JonNn, Bristol, Hairdresser Bristol Pet 
March 27 Ord March 27 

STICKLER, HENRY CHARLES, Frome, Somerst, 
Watchmaker Frome Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM CHARLES, Curdworth, nr _Bir- 
mingham, Tutor in Agriculture Birmingham 
Pet Feb 25 Ord March 25 

THoMPsoN, ROBERT EDWARD, Burton on Trent, 
Carter Burton on Trent Pet March 25 Ord 
March 25 

TuorP, CHARLES. Altrincham, Cheshire, Butcher 

anchester Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

TUTCHER, FREDERICK CHARLES, Rhayader, Radnor- 
shire, Boot Dealer Newtown Pet March 27 
Grd March 27 

WaAkD, EDWARD, West Bromwich, late Brewer Old- 
bury Pet March 26 Ord Mar 26 

WaARMAN, Henry, Thetford, Norfolk, Ironmonger 
Norwich Pet March 25 Ord Mar 25 

WOoORTLEY, GEORGE, South Anston, Yorks, Spade 
Maker Sheffield Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ADAMS, HENRY JOSEPH, Warbeck rd, Shepherd’s 
Bush, Solicitor Aprili2ati11 83, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

ASTON, JOSEPH, Dudley, Chartermastcr April 5 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Dudley 

BAGGIn, JAMES, Leeds, Grocer 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Burt, HENRY CHARLES. Wyndham rd, Camberwell, 
Butcher Aprili2at1 33,Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CHAPMAN, JOHN WILLIAM, Tabernacle st, Finsbury, 
Boot Manufacturer Aprili2ati2 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

CoLE, WILLIAM, Gt Yarmouth, Stationer April 6 at 
1 Ott Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

COLLYER, Morris BETTs, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher 
April6at1i Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ComrTon, THoMAsS ANTHONY, Leicester, Agent April 
5at3 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

CoonkE, HENRY, Newark, Engineer April6 at12 Off 
Kee, 1, High pymnat, Nottingham 

CookE, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester April 8 at 11 
Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

CorTraM, Kicurp HrNnry, Huddersfield, Corn Mer- 
chant April 6 at 11 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, 
New st, Huddersfield 

COXALL, JOSEPH, St. Albans, Confectioner April 5 at 
11. Geo. Anuersley, Solicitor, Verulam st, St. 
Albans 

Ceappock, Soromon, Bishop Wi!ton, Yorks, 
Grocer April 10 at 12 

or 


Perambulator Maker 


April 8 at 11 Otf 


late 
ff Rec, 28, Stonegate, 


DaRLEY, WESLEY, Lea Bridge road, Essex, Late 
Managing Director ot the New Carbolic Sanitary 


inn 

DAVIES, JoHN THOMAS, Avery row, Grosvenor street, 
Egg Merchant April9at 2.30 Bankrupty bldgs, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Davis, WILLIaM ALFRED, Nottingham, Lace Com- 
mission Agent April 6 at 11 Off Rec, 1, High 
pvmnt, Nottingham 


DircHaM, GEORGE, Blackheath hil), Journeyman 
Carpenter AprilSat3 119, Victoria st, West- 
minster 


Dopps, JoserH, lately of Stockton on Tees, lately 
Solicitor Aprililtati11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Durr, Epwarp F, Liverpool, Provision Merchant 
April 9 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

DUNKLEY, SAMUEL LEONARD BENJAMIN, Fenny 
Stratford, Bucks, Saddler April 6 at 2 County 
Court bldgs, Northampton 

DyxxEs, EDWARD JAMES, Ha!esworth, Suffolk, Baker 
April 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ELty, RicuarpD, Rusholme, Manchester, Boot Manu- 
facturer April 2 at 11.3) Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

FAULCONBRIDGE, WILLIAM JoSerPH, and JOserH 
SuMNER, Birmingham, Manufacturing Confec- 
— April 9 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 
1am 

FERan, JAMgs. and Hueu Fray, Liverpool, Pro- 
vision Merchants Aprilitat3 Off Ree, 35, Vic- 
toria st, Liverpool 

GREENWOOD, JOHN, Darwen, Solicitor 
2.45 New Inn, Darwen 

Hanbury, EDWIN CHARLES, Broomwood rd, Wands- 
worth Common, no occupation April5at12 119, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

Hanbury, Capt. the Hon. SPENCER, Lower Gros- 
venor pl April 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

HANLON, FRANCIS MICHAEL, Bolventor, nr Launces- 
ton, Clers in Holy Orders April 9 at 3 10, 
Athenieum terr, Plymoath 

HirwéLt, JouHn Txpys, Lutterworth, Leic, Auc- 
tioncer April 5 at 12 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 
Leicester ey 

Horanin, JOHN, the younger, Appleton withio 
Widnes, Aerated Water Manufacturer April 9 
at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


April 5 at 





Co, April 10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s | 





| TYRER, JAMKS, 


Hovustey, SAMUEL, 


Nottingham, General Smith 
April 8 at 11 


Off Rec, 1, High pavemnt, Notting- 


am 

Hupson, CHARLES, Castle Donington, Leic, late But- 
cher April 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 
Leicester 

Hurst, JaMES Henry, Blackpool, Insurance Agent 
April 12 at 1.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

JENKINS, WILLIAM, Nantbir, Pontycymmer, Glam, 
Hocel Keeper April 8 at 11 Oif Rec, 29, Queen 
st, Cardiff 

JOHNSON, HENRY, yy Lanes, Farmer April 8 
at2 Lane Finds Hotel, Blackpool 

JONES, JOHN Epwarp, Oldbury, Worcestershire, 
span April 8 at 10.30 County Court, Old- 
ur 

KEMP, BARTHOLOMEW TiTUs, Wych st, Strand April 
llatit 383, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

LAW&ENCE, ARTHUR, Eversiey, Southampton, Clerk 
in Holy Orders April 8 at 11.20 Red Lion Hotel, 
Basingstoke 

Loose, EpmunD Epwarp, Over Alderley, Cheshire, 
Agent ApriliOatit Off Rec, 23, King Edward 
st, Macclestield 


Lovesay, Mrs. E., Trevor terr, Knightsbridge, 
— ow April 12 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 
nn 


MASSEY, JAMES, Westleigh, Lancs, Pattern Maker 
April 5 at 11.15 16, Wood st, Bolton 

MONCKTON, FREDERICK EpWarRD, Lambeth Hill, 

Queen Victoria st, Paper Merchant April 12 at 11 
33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

MOoRTLOCK, JACK, Bucklersbury, Director of a Public 
Company April10ati1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

NEAL, GEORGE, Hednesford, Staffordshire, Baker 
April 8 at 11.40 Off Rec, Walsatl 

NEEV£, GEORGE Henry, Deal, Kent, Coal Dealer 
April 12 at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

PAUvL, CHARLES, Pelham st, South Kensington April 
10 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Liacoln’s inn 

PEACE, JAMES, Old Jewry chmbrs, solicitor April 10 
ati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ion 

Pikk, FRANCIS DEACON, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, 
Ironmonger April8at12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

PoTTER, WILLIAM, Gladstone avenue, Wood green, 
formerly Wine Merchant April 11 at 12 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

RANDELL, WILLIAM, Stoke, St Gregory, Somerset, 
Builder April 8 at3.15 Off Rec. Salisbury 

RippsLL, HANNAH, Mumbles, nr Swansea, School- 
mistress April 8 at 12 Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, 
Swansca 

Ronerts, THoMAs, Devonshire rd, Forest hiil, Builder 
April5at3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

Rose, Joseru, Jump, nr Barnsley. Grocer 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 

Rowe, WILLIAM, Strood, Kent, Commission Agent 
April t1 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

SavaGe, PHILIP CHARLES UOFFIN, Paris, Gent April 
10at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn tields 

Scorr, GsaorGE, and GEORGE WILLIAM MITCI&LI, 
Boscombe, Bournemouth, Builders April 5 at 
12.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 

SEAWARD, Laban, and HEXRY SEAWARD, 
Stoke Mill, nr Alresford, Hants, Mitiers 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

SMITH, SEPTIMUS SIDNKY, Simpson, Bucks, Solicitor 
April6at 3 County Court bidgs, Nortoampton 

Sours, Ravru, and Joun Sout, York, Wheelwrights 
Aprili0 at1 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Tepp, Davip, West Bromwich, Fruiterer April 8 at 
10.45 County Court, Oldbury 

TUGWELL, HENRY, Craven passage, Charing cross, 
Licensed Victualler Aprili0at23) Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Waleall, Oil Dealer April 8 at 11.15 
Otf Rec, Walsall 

UNWIN, ALFRED JOSEPH, Gt Coggeshall, Agricultural 
Machine Proprietor April 9 at 2 Shirehaill, 
Chelmsford 

Waoppy. Patrick Burke, Ella rd, Crouch bill, Gent 
April 10 at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ion 

WAKLEY, THomaAS JouN, Borough High st, South- 
wark, Licensed Victualler April :0 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Lincyln’s inn 

WarMan, Henry. Thetford. Norfolk, Ironmonger 
April6ati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

WILLOUGHBY, Epwarp HENRY, Leamington, Boot 
Maker April 9 at 12 Of Rec, 17, Hertrord st, 


April 9 


Itchin 
April 9 


Coventry 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Abbott, Francis WIttLlAM, Marwood, Devon 
Builder Barnstaple Pet March 11 Or 
March 25 


ApaMs, Henry JoserH, Warbeck rd, Shepherd’s 
Bush, Solicitor High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord 
M 


arch 26 
ASPRAY, THOMAS NEVILLE, Eastbourne terrace, Pad- 
dington, Dentist High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord 
March 2% : 
Batt, HeEsry, Trudoxhill, Nunney, Somerset, 
Farmer Frome Pet Match27 Ord March 27 
rd, Stoke Newington, 


ARLOW, RICHARD, Everir 
. é Court Vet March v7 


Commercial Clerk Hig 
Ord March 27 eat 
BRADLEY, RICHARD, Hockley, Birmingham, Journey- 
man Tailor Birmingham Pet March 27 Ord 
March 27 
Brooke, HENRY, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet March 
25 Ord March 25 : ‘ 
CLARKSON, ALFRED, Nottingham, Confectioner 
Nottingham Pet March26 Ord March 27 _ 
CoATHUPE, GEORGE CHARLES, Saint Asaph, Flint, 








Hotel Keeper Bangor Pet March 2 Ord 


| March 25 , 
| covxs, CHARLES, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet 
M 


arch 25 


Ord March 27 





— 


CoTTaM, RIcHARD Hk» 
chant Huddersfield 


RY, Hudderstie’d, Corn Mer- 
Pet Mach 23 £4Ord 
arch 25 


CraDpDOcK, Soiomon, Bishop Wilton, Yorks, 
Grocer York Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

CRAWSHAW, MARSHALL HARTLEY, Dewsbury, Grecer 
Dewsbury Pet Marchi8 Ord Marc ‘h $5 

Cutts, HENRY, Nottingham, Timb< Merchant 
Nottingham Pet March26 Ord I Mase h 27 

Daviks, JOHN, Fishguard, Pem, Hotel Keeper Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Feb16 Ord March 25 

Davigs, THOMAS, Mountain Ash, Glam, 
Aberdare Pet March 26 Ord March 27 

DurF, Epwarp F., Liverpool, Provision 
Liverpool Pet Feb23 Ord March 27 

DUXFIELD, GEORGE Konson, Southport, 
Liverpool Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

ELLY, RICHARD, Rusholme, Manchester, Boot Manu- 
facturer Manchester Pet March 21 Ord 
March 26 

FowkEs, ALLEN, Droitwich, Builder Worcester 
March 27 Ord March 27 

Gippins, JoHN DeENNIs, Evington, Leic, Builder 
Leicester PetSept 25 Ord March 22 

GIBSON, ALBERT GEORGE, Leeds, Rent Collector 

eeds Pet March?26 Ord March 26 

GLossoP, WILLIAM, Osset, Yorks, Ironmonger Dews- 
bury Pet March 25 Ord March 2 

GorpsTonx, Abraham, Gt Yarmouth, Tailor 
Yarmouth Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

HAFFENDEN. JAMES, Reading, Chemist 
Pet March 26 Pet March 2% 

HaTFiELD, JANE, Manor st, Clapham, Buil ler High 
Court Pet March 21 Ord March’2 

HOUSsLEY, SAMUBL, Nottingham, General 
Nottingham Pet March 22 Ord March 25 

Hvupson, CHARLES, Castle Donington, Leic, late 
Butcher Leicester Pet Marchz6é Ord March 26 

JOHN: ON, HENRY, Bispham, Lancs, Farmer Preston 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

KEMPSHALL, OHAELES, Lrighton, Baker 
ret March 25 Ord March 25 

KnNIGuTs, HARRY WILLIAM, Felixstowe, Suffolk, 
Blacksmith Ipswich Pet March 25 Ord March «5 

LANDAU, Makrcus, Leman st, Whitecbapel, Grocer 
High Court Pet Marchs Ord March 26 

LE CREN, Lovis HENRY, Archway a Highgs ste 
Olerk High Court Pet March v5 Ord March « 

LEE, JOHN, Aberdare, Glam, Coachbuilder Abe dase 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

LETHABY, WILLIAM, Bristol, Toy Degsler 
Pet Marchv3 Ord March 27 

McWHINNIE, JAMES ALEXANDER. and WILLIAM 
EvwakbD LEIGH, Manchester, Fancy Box Makers 
Mauchester Pet March 22 Ord March 27 

NAYLOR, JON, Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet March 
20 Ord March 25 

NEEVE, GEORGE HENRY 
bury Pet March 23° 

PARKER, JOSEPH, Upper Newbold, Derbyshire, Far- 
mer Chesterfield Pet March5 Ord March 23 

PEDDAR, SARAH ANNE, Oswaldtwistle, Lanes, Grecer 
Blackburn Pet March 23 Ord March 26 

PuGu, REEs, Brecon, Bootmaker Merthyr Ty3 diil 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

RAATZ, WALTER, Swansea, late General Dealer 
Swansea Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

REESE, EVAN, Llanwiia, Montgomery, Slate Works 
Proprietor Aberystwith Pet Feb 11 Ord March 25 

RICHARDSON, MATTHEW, Bensham, Gateshead, 
Traveller Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 22 
Ord March 27 

ROBERTS, THOMAS, Devonshire rd, F% hiil, 
Builder Greenwich Pet March 15 Ord March 26 

Ropp, SAMUEL, ahaa Tailor Newbury Pet 
March 6 O:d March 2 

RoeErs, Louisa, New Bond st, Miliiner High Court 
Pet ’ Marc h27 Ord March z 

RonaivD. Joun, King’s rd, Chels ea, Groce> High 
Court Pet March 18 Ord March 26 

ROWE, WILLIAM, Stroud, Kent, 
Rochester let March 27. Ord March 27 

SCARISEBICK, THOMAS H., 
Gent Brentford Pet Jan15 Ord March v5 

SCHMERL, SIMON, Little Britain, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet March 26 Ord March :6 

SETTLE, JOHN, Stockton on Tees, Coroner Stocktun 
on Tees Pet March «3 Ord March 23 

Simms, Tu0oMAs CROWTHER, Barugh, nr Barnsley, 
Farm Labourer Barvsley Pet March v5 


March 25 


late 


Builder 
ferchont 


Statiorer 


Pet 


Gt 


Reading 


Smith 


Brighton 


Bristol 


» Deal, Coal Dealer Canter- 
Ord March 25 


rest 


Commission Agent — 
: ‘ | Siucox, Exocu, Willenhall, Stats. Grocer 
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| Hove 


Grosvencr villas, Chiswick, | 


Ord | 


SMYTH, WILLIAM, Leeds, Perambulator Maker Leeds 


Pet March v6 Ord March 46 
RoutTH, RALPH, and JoHN SouTH. Y: 
wrights York Pet March 26 
STEVENS, JOUN, Bristol, Hai:dresser 
March z7 Ord March £7 
STICKLER, HENEY CHARLES, Frome, erset, Watch- 
maker Frome Pet March 27 Or d "Macch 27 
Symons, WILLIAM HENRy, Ebury st, House Decorator 
High Court Pet Feb5 Ord March 27 
TAYLOR, GEORGE HENRY, Birkenhead, Accountant 
Birkenhead Pet March19 Ord March 25 
TAYLOR, WILLIAM CHARLES, Curd worth, nr Birming- 
ham, Tutor in Agriculture Birmingham Pet 
March 2. Ord March 25 
Tuompson, RobERT EDWARD, 
Dairy man’s Carter 
25 Ord March 27 


tk, Wheel- 
Ord March 26 


Bristol Pet 


Burton on 
Burton on ‘Trent Pet March 


WRIGHT, 


Trext, | 


THORNTON, Woopuouss, Slaithwaite, nr Hudders- | 


lieid, Joiner Hudcersfield Pet March 21 
March 25 
THO:P, CHARLES, Altrincham, Cheshire, Butcher | 
_ Manchesier Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
WARD, kDWakp, West Bromwich, late » Brewer Old- 
bury Pet March vs Ord March : 
WARMAN, HE NKY, Thetford, 
Norwich Pet March * 
Watson, Many, Birkdele, 
Liverpoo! Pet Feb 48 


Ord 


Ord March 27 
Larcs, Schoui Proprietres 
Ord March 26 


Nortfol i, Ironmonger | 


| 


| 
a 
“| 


JOURNAL. 


WorTLEY, GEORGE, Woodhouse Junction, Yorks, 
Spade Manufacturer Sheffield Pet March 27 Ori 
March 27 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND PETITION 

DISMISSED. 
JOHN, Union ct, Old 


Bury, SYDNEY Broad st, 


Auctioneer High Court Pet May 28, 18:7 Adjud | 


July 15, 1887 Annul March 25 

COMPOSITION OR SCHEME ANNULLED. 
Gipsins, JoHN DENNIS, Evington, Leiceste wahire, 

Builder Leicester Von up Dec 5 Annul March 2 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BAILEY, Mary, West Wratting, Camb, Farmer Cam- 
bridge Pet March 19 Ord March 30 

BANKS, BENJAMIN, Folkestone, Chemist Canterbury 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

BEATSON, JOSEPH HENRY, 
bury, Grocer Dewsbury 
March 30 

BzeLL. HENRY, Dewsbury, Draper Dewsbury Pet 
March 28 Ord March 28 

Birks, Enocn, Wednesbury, Pattern Maker Wal- 
sall Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Brooks, JAMES, and FREDERICK WILLIAM Lowss, 
Sunderland, Coppersmiths Sunderland Pet 
March 2 Ord March 27 

CLARK, JOSEPH WALT&R, Launceston, Grocer East 
Stonehouse Pet March16 Ord March 23 

COLLIER, GEORGE RopgErT, Seaton. nr _ Hornsea, 
Yorks, Farmer Kingston upon Hull Pet March 
18 Ord March 30 

Davis, THOMAS. Cheltenham, Confectioner Chelten- 
ham Pet March?%s8 Ord March 28 


Pet Mar.h 30 Ord 


FRIGERIO, ANGELO, Hulme, Manchester, late Cabinet | 
Ord March 29 | 


Maker Manchester Pet March 29 

GREEN, JOHN, Swinford, Leicestershire, 
Leicester Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

GreGcory. Joun, Loughborough, Leicestershire, late 
Picture Frame Maker Leicester Pet March 28 
Ord March 28 

Grirritus, J. W., Old st, 
Merchant High Court 
March 29 

GRONOW, SILVANUS, 
Newport, Mon 

HALL, HERBERT 
shire, Grocer Stourbridge 
March 25 

HARRIS, JOHN, Trebrown, 
Farmer Kast Stonehouse 
March 28 

HOLLEY, GEORGE, Yeovil, Somerset, Cabinet Maker 
Yeovil Pet March 30 Ord March 0 

HTON, WILLIAM, Copthall bidngs, Promoter of 
Public Com; anies High Court Pet March 16 
Ord March 30 

Howroyp, RIcHARD, Manningham, Bradford, 
Plumber Bradtord Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

IRVING, JOSBPH, Liverpool, Merchant Liverpool Pet 
Keb16 Ord March 30 

JONES, WILLIAM HENRY, Ebury st, Pimlico, Boot 
Maker High Court Pet March 29 Ord March 20 

KATCHIS, JOHN. Newcastle on Tyne, Restaurant 
Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 20 


Ord March 30 
Bradford, Butchsr Bradford 


Draper 


Shoreditch, Timber 
Pet Maren 2 Ord 


Newport, Mon, Coal Merchant 
Pet March 2) Ord March 29 

WILLIAM, Halesowen, Worcester- 
Pet March 25 Ord 


St Germans, Cornwall, 
Pet March 18 Ord 


MANUELL, KICHAED, 
Pet March x8 Ord March 

MARRISON, BEN. J AMIN Kay, Norwich, late 
Norwich Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Norris, Hsnry, Southampton, Boot Maker 
ampton Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

NUNN, FREDERICK JOHN, Station rd, Auerley, Baker 
Croydon Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

PokTER, GEORGE, Landport, Hants, Greengrocer 
Portsmouth Pet March 23 Ord March 2s 

SEDGWICK, JOSEPH, Methnal Green rd East, Draper 
High Court Pet March 28 Ord March 48 

Wolver- 


Grocer 


South- 


tet March 28 Ord March 28 

SrpMAN. CARL, Nottingham, late Silk Merchant Not- 
vs mat um Pet March 15° Ord March 27 

SMALL, THOMAS, and WILLIAM MILKS SMALL, 
pr Birmingham, Sanitary Water Contractors 
Birmingham Pet Merch6 Ord March 29 

SOMERVILLE, THOMAS TOWNSEND, Grimesthorpe, 
Shefiield, Surgeon 
March 28 

SPENCER, FREDERICK, Bury, Lancs, Bovt Dealer 
Bolton Pet March 22 Ord March 28 

WooDGEB, ALBERT JOHN, Hungerford, Berks, Grocer 
Newbury Pet March27 Ord March 27 

RICHARD, Leicester, Commission 

Leicester Pet March 30 Ord March 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


RICHARD, Knockholt, Kent, 
April9as12 Oif Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

BANNON, TUOMAS, Dover, Kent, Saddler 
1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Bal NS, JAMES Ts \YLOR, Carlisle st, Lambeth, Timber 
Merchant April 16 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Lincoln’s inn 

BALTUOLOMEW, Mary , King’s rd, Chelsea, Builder 
April 16at1 33, ¢ are y st, Liocoln’ sinn 

BATTEN, JOHN, Townsend, Northiciz h, Devon 
Farmer April 9at12 Otf Rec, 13 
Exeter 

BROOKE, HENRY, Leeds, Joiner April 10 at 11 Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Brown, HENRY JOHN, 
Builder April 9 at 12 
ster 

CLARKSON, ALFRED, Nottingham, Confection r April 
i 11 Otf Ree, , High pavement, Nottingham 

Cura, J, Bromells a ‘Clapham Restaureteur April 
10 at 3 119, Victoria st, Westininster 


h yt 


Agent 


ADCOCK, 


late 


Manor park, 


| | Currs, 


| FRANK, THOMAS 


Thornhill Lees, nr Dews- | 


GRIFFITHS, Davin, Liansaintfraed in Elvel, 


| IMPEY, JAMES, 


| LEGG, JOHN CHARLY¥S, 


| SMITH, ‘THOMAS. George s 


Aston, | 


| THOMPSON, 


| TioRP, 


April 10 at | 
WILKs, ALE RED, 
» Bedford circus, | 


Streatham, 
119, Victoria st, Westmin- | 


Aprii 6, 


1889. 


Nottingham. Timber Merchant 


HENRY, 
Otf Rec, 1, High pavement, Not- 


April 10 at 12 
tingham 
Davis, Tuomas, Cheltenham, Confectiouer April 11 

at 3.30 County Court Office, Cheltenham 
| Dews, WILLIAM, Ossett, Dewsbury, Mungo Mer. 
chant April 9 at 2.30 Off Ree, "Bank chmbrs, 
Batley 
DUXFIELD, 
April 10 at 3 


GEORGE Ronson. Southport, Stationer 
Otf Rec, 35, Victoriast, Liverpool 


| FowKks, ALLEN, Droitwich, Builder April 10 at 11 


Off Rec, Worcester 

PIERSON, Burgate, Pickering, 
Yorks, late Brewer’s Agent April 10 at 11.30 
Oft Ree, Newborough st, Scarborough 

FULLER, JOHN ANDREWS, Plymouth, Provisio1 
Dealer April 11 at 3 10, Athenwum terrace, 
Plymouth 


| GILBERT, WALTER CHARLES, Westgate on Sea, Kent, 


Ironmonger April 10 at 12 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s. inn 

Gtossop, WILLIAM, on sett, Yorks, Ironmonger, 
April9at4 Off Rec, I 3ank chmbrs, Batley 

GOLDSTONE, ABRAHAM, Great Yarmouth, Tailor 

April9 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Radnor, 
Grocer April9 ati Off Rec, Llanidloes 

HoLsrook, WILLIAM DANI&L, Oheetham, Manches- 
ter, Commercial Traveller April 9 at 11 Off 
Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Howroyp, RicHarpD, Manningham, _ Bradford, 
Plumber Aprililat12 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 

Hornsey rd, Bootmaker April 11 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 

JAQUES, HENRY LEA, Newport, Brough, Yorks, 
Engineer April9 at12 Off Rec, Trinity House 
lane, Hull 

Katcuis, JoHN, Newcastle on Tyne, Restaura't Pro. 
prietor April 13 at 10.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

LANE, JOHN Lockwoop Marson, Gt Grimsby, 
Draper April10at 11 Off Kec, 3, Haven st, Gt 
Grimsby 

Worthing, Sussex, Baker 
April 10 at 12 Off Rec, 4. Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

LETHABY, WILLIAM, Bristol, Toy Dealer April 15 at 
1 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

MANUELL, RICHARD, Bradford, Butcher April 11 at 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

May, THomas, Kingston upon Hull, Smackowner 
April9 at 11 Oft Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 


MILLER, FREDERICK RICHMOND, Huntley st, Totten- 


ham ct rd, Clerk April 12 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’ sinn 

Morris, Davip, Tynderw, Aber, nr Bangor, Sheep 
Dealer April 9 at 2.30 Queen’s Head Cafe, 
Bangor 

MULLER, ABRAHAM, Sheffield, Tobacconist April 11 
at 12 Bankiuptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

Norris, HENRY, Southampton, Bootmaker April 12 
atj1 ff Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

OWEN, WILLIAM, Llaurwst, Denbighshire, Grocer 
April 11 at 2.30 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt chbrs, 
Chester 

PkArRsON, WILLIAM, Chester, Commercial Traveller 
April 11 at 11.30 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt chbrs, 
Chester 

PEDDAR, SARAH ANNE, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Grocer 
April 16 at 2 County Court-house, Blackburn 

RAATZ, WALTER, Swansea, late General Dealer April 
10ati2z Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 

Richy, Davin, West Bromwich, Coach Axle Manu- 
facturer April 11 at 3 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

SAND3s, ARTHUR HENRy, Leeds, Clothing Manufac- 
turer April10at12 Otf Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Suaw, FREDERICK JAMES, Reading, Sugar Boiler 
April 1t at 12 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 

by Mansion House, Fiaan- 

April 15 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Sournry, R. W. M., Mechlin Mansions, Brook 

Green, — April 12 at 2.30 Bansruptcy 
Lincoln’s iun fields 

April 12 at 


cial Agent 


bldngs, 
SPENCER, FREDERICK, Bury, Boot Maker 
2 Ott Rec, Leeds 


| STEVENS, JOHN, Bristol, Hairdresser April 15 at 3.30 
Sheffield Pet March 13. Ord | ; =a 


Otf Rec, Bank chmbrs, pavnagl 
TEW, WILLIAM, Birkdale, Lancs, Joiner April 10 at 
2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ROBERT EDWARD, Burton 
Dairyman’s Carter April 10 at 11.30 Midlan 
Hotel, Burton on Trent 
CHARLES, Altrincham, Cheshire, Butcher 
April 9at 11.30 Off Rec, Ogden’ 8 chmbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 


on Tren 


| TILLET?, ‘T'HuMAs, Anerley rd, Upper Norwood, Boot 
Contractor | 


Maker 
ster 
Te, FREDERICK CHARLES. Rhayader, Radnor, 

Boot Dealer April 10ati Off Rec, Llanidloes 
WATERFALL, WALTER FRANE, Great Grimsby, Creo- 
soter April10at12 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great 


Grimsby 
Oldbury, Worc, Brass Founder 
April 12 at 3 25, Colmore row, Birminghan 


Apiil10ati2 119, Victoria st, Westmin- 


| W1LLIAMs, THOMAS, Cefncocdycymmer, Brecknock, 


Flannel Dealer April10at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr. 
Tyati 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


BANKS, BENJAMIN, Folkestone, Chemist Oanterbury 
Pet March 78 Ord March 2¢ 

BATTEN, JOHN, ‘Townsend, Northleigh, Devon, late 
Farmer Ex:ter Pet Marchi Ord March 28 

BEATSON, JOSEPH HENRY, Thornhill Lees, nr Dews 
bury, Grocvec Dewebury Pet March 30 Ord 
March 20 
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Bstt, HENRY, Dewsbury, Draper Dewsbu 
March 28 Ord March 28 - linecsa 

CARSON, 
Manchester Pet Marchi Ord March 28 

Davis, THOMAS. Cheltenham, Confectioner Chelten- 
ham Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Davis. WILLIAM ALFRED, Nottingham, Lace Com- 
mission Agent Nottingham Pet Marchi1 Ord 
March 28 

DENBIGH. HENRY GILBERTSON, Headingley, Leeds, 
late Woollen Agent Leeds Pet March25 Ord 
March ?9 

EasT, JAMES, late Carlisle Mansions, Westminster, 
Actor High Court Pet Feb19 Ord March 29 

ForsTER, DAvip, Widnes, Boiler Maker Liverpool 
Pet March 7 Ord March 28 

FaIGERIO, ANGELO, Hulme, Manchester. lat» Cabinet 
Maker Manchester Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Fro3T, ALFRED, Chrvssel rd, Brixton High Court 
Pet Jan28 Ord March 28 

FULLER, JOHN ANDREWS, Plymouth, Provision 
Dealer East Stonehouse Pet March 27 Ord 
March 28 

GRONOW, SILVANUS, Newport, Mon, Coal Merchant 
Newport, Mon Pet March 29 Ord March 30 

HALL, HERBERT WILLIAM, Halesowen, Worcester- 
shire,Grocer Stourbridge Pet March25 Ord 
March 27 

HOLBROOK, WILLIAM DANIEL, Cheetham, Manches- 
ter, Commercial Traveller Manchester Pet 
March 11 Ord March 28 

HowroypD, RIcHARD, Manvingham. Bradford. 
Plumber Bradford Pet March 28 Ord March 29 


ALFRED, Cheetham, Manchester. Builder | 


JONES, WILLIAM HENRY, Ebury st, Pimlico, Boot 
Maker High Court Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
KAaTCHIs, JOHN, Newcastle on Tyne, Restaurant Pro- 
prietor Newcastleon Tyne Pet March 30 Ord 


md. Late Publican High Uourt PotJaiiz7 Orl 
) 


arch 2: 
Rrssons, G. H., Kimberley rd, Clapham, Reporter 
High Court Pet March 2 Ord March 3) 


March 30 RicHaRrpDsoN, Epwin A, Blair st, Bromley ey Bow. 
LAWRENCE, CHARLES LENDON. Hereford, Joiner j i RT Ly choo’. 


Hereford Pet Feb 27 Ord March 30 
Loose, EoMunD Epwarp, Over Alderley, Cheshire, wa, Re gt ny MLE 

Agent Macclesfield Pet March 27 Ord March 27 Agent of Foreign Fruits Ipswich Pet March 6 
MANUELL, RIcHARD, Bradford, Butcher Bradford Ord March 26 

Pet March22 Ord March?s Rutrer, Mary, Ipswich, Frutterer Ipswich Pet 
MARRISON, BENJAMIN Ray, Norwich, late Grocer , Marché Ord March 26 

Norwich Pet March 23 Ord March 28 SEDGWICK, JosEPH, Bethnal Green rd East. Draper 
Massey, JAMgsS, Westleigh, Lancs, Pattern Maker High Court Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Bolton Pet March 23 Ord March 25 Srmcoy, Enocg. Willenhall, Staffs,Grocsr Wolver- 
NEEDHAM, M, Goldsmith’s bldgs, Temple. Barrister hampton Pet March 28 Ord March 29 

atlaw High Gourt Pet Jan3 Ord March 29 SPENCKR, FREDERICK, Bury, Boot Dealer Bolton 
NUNN, FagDERICK JoHN, Station rd, Anerley, Baker Pet March 2t Ord March 28 

Croydon Pet March 30 Ord March 30 TussauD, JOSEPH RANDALL, Marylebone ri, Wax 


OWEN, HENRY, Sevenoaks, Kent, Builder Tunbri Modeler High Court Pet March 5 Ord March 23 
Wells Pee March 4 Ged arch @: dge Twircaetr, CorNELIUs Hatts, Ipswich. late Gorn 


PaTeRsSON, MATTHEW, and GEORGE RICHARDSON Merchant Ipswich Pet Marché Ord March 26 
Nesprrt, Middlesborough, Steamship mane Wanby. Patrick Burke, Ellard, Crouxh Hill Gent 


Middlesborough Pet Feb7 Ord March 27 High Court Pet Oct5 Ord March 29 
eee ee =n. Solicitor High ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
PorTRR. GEORGE, Landport, Hants, “. qos, Pm yg ay a oe 
RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED. 


Parker, Henry, Parkfeld, Potter's Bar, Esq Barnet 
Rec Ord March 11, 1833 Resc June 23, 1383 


Greengrocer 
Portsmouth Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

PULLEN, ALFRED THOMAS, Paignton rd, Stamford 
hill, Hosier Wandsworth et March 18 Ord 
March 28 

REDGRAVE SYBELLA ANNE, Alderbert terr, Clapham 








SUBSCRIBED 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK, 
The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE KAY 


1.—FIDELITY GUARANTEES. given 


appointments, where required ; and 


A.—_LUNACY UOMMITTEES’ BONDS granted. 
into at moderate rates. 


B.—ADMINISTRATION BONDS entere 
IIl.-_ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
Ill.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


For further particulars apply to the General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 
HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-strect, Lincoln’s-inn, London. City OFFICE: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C. 


te 








N k. R. M. STEPHENSON, LL.B. (Law 
s\ Scholar, Prizeman, &c., Editor Jurist, &o.), 
continues to PREPARE for LAW EXAMS. Jan. 
Results.— Solicitors’ Honours, ist (Clement’s -inn) 
and 8rd (New-inn) Prizemen-—i.e., nearly 4 First 
Class and 2 in 2nd Class (ali sent in). Jnt. LL.B— 
Half ist and 2nd Class Honours and 1st (Exhibi- 
tioner) and 8rd in First Class. At 3 Honours 
Exams.— 5 out of first 8 and 2 First Prizemen, 200 
guineas Studentship, &c.— 3, Plowden-buildings, 
Temple, E C. 
R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues success- 
fully to PREPARE CANDIDATES, either 
Privately or by Correspondence, for SOLICITORS’ 
and BAK PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, and 
FINAL, and LL.B. Examimations. Pupils have 
obtained Honours. Terms from £1 1s. per month. 
—Address, 17, Brazennose-street, Albert-square, 
Manchester. 


JNTERMEDIATE and FINAL EXAMI. | 


NATIONS.—Private and Postal Tuition by 
Solicitor. M.A., LL.M. (Cambridge) ; special atcen- 
tion to correspondents; terms moderate.—Address, 
M. L., Christ Church Vicarage, Wakefield. 


AW TUTOR.—A Barristec (Wrangler, 

&c.) Coaches for the Bar, Solicitors’, and all 

al Examinations; each pupil taken separately ; 

terms very moderate,—Address, L, C. B., Messrs. 
Deacon, 154, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


AW.—A Solicitor, admitted, but who has 

4 not practised for several years, wishes to enter 

a London Office of gooi general practice for a year; 
will give his services for afew months gratuitously. 
-B, the Office of this Journal. 


\ 7 ANTED, an experienced Buokkeeper and 
Accountant, with a knowledge of Somerset 
House work,—Apply, by letter only, stating age and 
all particulars, to Messrs. MEREDITH & Uo., 8, New- 
Square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C, | 


MARRIED CLERGYMAN, Vicar of a 

healthy parish in Wiltshire, desires to receive 
one or two Wards in Chancery.—Apply, X. Y. Z., 
care of aaa G. James, Esq., 24, Hornton-street, | 


THELAWCUA 


on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- 
dators and Receivers under the High Court, and all persons holding Government — 8 








RANTEE& TRUST SOGIETY, 


LIMITED. 
CAPITAL, £1,000,000.  PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
. TRUSTEES: = | 





The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 
OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
1V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c. The Society acts as Trustee 
for Debenture and other Loans. 
‘ RUSTEESHIP. The Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 
| either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter crea' 


(See epecial Prospectus.) 
VI.—TITLE GUARANTEE 


t defect in same. 
VIL.—_CONTRACTS GUARANTEED as to due performance. 


Brancu Orrices—Manchester : 51, King-street; 


T° aie Monee without Sueemenmeate THE NORTH OF ENGL AND 


£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 

, - | E DEBENTURE 
O. CLIBURN, personally f possible, 43, Great Tower- AND eS On BOON. LIMITED. 
AUTHORIZED SHARE CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


street. 
See Olly we BSCRIBED SHARE OAPITAL, £500,000. 
NOLICITORS.—A fine Suite of Offices| "788° 


DIRECTORS. 
(three or five rooms) to be Let, at New Stone- | JAMES FREDERICK BUOKLEY, Esq., J.P., 
buildings, Chancery-lane, close to the Law Courts Greenfield, Director of the Manchester and Uounty 


and the Chancery-lane Safe Deposit; lighted by Bank, Limited. 
electric light; every convenience; moderate rent; JOHN Got Junior, Esq., J.P., Knott Mill 


use of elegant arbitration rooms in same building at . 
reduced terms.—Apply at the Collector’s Office, in | OTHO L.-_aeeemeee Esq. (M. Kaufmann), 
; | JOSEPH LEIGH, Esq., J.P., Stockport, Director of 


Liverpool : 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. 








the Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C Manch 





ICES a EDWARD MELLAND, Man 
‘ Py) 7 . j d ” le 
te LIGHT OFFICES to LET in chester, Director of the Lancashire and Y orkshtre 


Essex-street, close to Law Courts; suitable k. Limited 
for young solicitor; supervision if required; rent, AD aM MURRAY, Esq. (Broome, Murray, & Co.), 





£45.—Apply, F. C., 17, Essex-street, Strand. Manchester. 
———— en | JAMES PARLANE, Esq., J.P.,_ Manchester, 
FFICES and CHAMBERS. — Lofty | Director of the Manchester and Salford Bank, 


and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 


Limited. 
| Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane | JOSHUA WALMSLEY RADCLIFFE, Esq., J.P., 


(opposite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- | . 
fornished Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.- | WILLIAM SLATER, A Sa Dunscar, Bolton, 


Apply to Messrs. C. A. HARRISON & Co., Chartered | BA ; 
icouniaan, on the premises. The Manchester and Salford Bank, Limited, 
| Manchester. 
- ———_— MM Grundy, K Haat & Samson, Man 
essrs. Grundy, Kershaw, ,» &t ’ - 
EDE AND SON, rane chester and London. 
AUDITORS. 
Messrs. Broome, Murray, & Co., Manchester. 
ROBE MAKERS, SEORETARY. 
Robert Fletcher foe = _— 
} now tertain 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, The Corporation tiling under any of the following 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of ceeds i— 


the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c, | ‘4 are J as Trustee, Agent, &c., and under- 


trusts of every description. 
3. Assisting Goma sy ent their de- 
pt a et 
e conversion by 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. standi bility of their busi- 


ng and 
oenes es. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Olerks, * capo Sas a, —y n assets of 
and Clerks of the Peace. * “ev 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. insolvent companies and neuter or at 
ESTABLISHED 1689. - ROBERT F. ALLURED, 


| 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. | Tempore Ting street, Manchester. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, | 
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UARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFICE. 

Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 

Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 

DIRECTORS: 
CHATRMAN—JOHN B. MARTIN, Esq. 

DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—HENRY JOHN NORMAN, Esq 
Rt. Hon. Lord Adding- | John Hunter, Esq. 


n. George Lake, Esq. 
Henry Bonham - Carter, 


Rt. Hon. G. J. Shaw- 
sq. Lefevre, M.P. 

Wn. Hill Dawson. Esq. | Beaumont W. Lubbock, 

Charles F. Devas, Esq » 

Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. 

James Goodson, Esq 

John J. Hamilton, Esq. 


sq. 
David Powell, Esq._ 
Augustus Prevost, Esq. 


| John G. Tatbot, Esq., 
Thomson Hankey, Esq. MP. : 

Richard M. Harvey, Esq. | Henry Vigne, Esq. 
MANAGER OF FIRE DEPARTMENT—A. J, Relton. 
ACTUARY AND SECRETARY—T. G. C. Browne. 

Share Capital at present paid up and in- 
vested ecssccsecese £1,000,000 
Total Funds upwards of 
Total Annual Inceme over.... 
N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at LADY DAY 
should be renewed at the Head Office, or with the 
Agents, on or before the 9th day of APRII 


ORTGAGE INSURANCE CORPORA- 
TION (Limited), 
Winchester-house, Old Broad-street, E.C. 
Subscribed Capital £715,000. 
Mortgages and Debentures insured against loss. 
Deposits received for Capital Redemption. 
T. Y. STRACHAN, 
General Manager. 


FraAsLe “INSURANCE COMPANY, 
J 79, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


CuAIRMAN—Simrk GEORGE RUSSELL, Bakt., M.P. 


THE ASSURANCE FUND, €2,611,586, invested 
upon first-class Securities and yielding nearly 44 per 
cent. interest, is now upwards of 86 per cent. of the 
total liabilities of the Company, and 14 times the 
amount of the Annual Premiums payable. 

FAVOURABLE RATES for Endowment Assur- 
ances. 

INTERIM BONUSES have always been given. 

MODERATE EXPENSES. 

G. HUMPHREYS, 
Actuary and Secretary. 


HCENIX FIRE OFFIOE, 19, Lomuarp- 
STREET and 67, CHARING-CROSs, LONDON. 
Established 1782. 

Moderate Rates. Absolute Security. Electric- 
Lighting Rules supplied. Liberal Loss Settlements 
Prompt Payment of Claims. 

Joint Secretaries— 
W. C. MACDONALD and F. B. MACDONALD, 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£16,000,000. 
[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803, 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8S.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E, COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


800,000 


4 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 
Loxpow: 1, Moorgate-strcet, E.O,. ABuRgpzZEN, 1, 
Union-terrace, 
INCOME & FUNDS (1887) :— 
Fire Premiums .., oe £607 000 
Life Premiums .., 97..100 
Interest... 


Accumulated Funds 
\y EST of ENGLAND FIRE and LIFE 

INSURANCE COMPAN Y.—Established 1507. 
Head Office — Exeter. London Office — 20, New 
Bridge-s*treet, E.C, CAPITAL, £600,000, Tire Depart- 
ment—Riseks of almost every description insured. 
Life Department—Special Feature: Combined Sys- 
tem of Life Assurance. LOAN DEPARTMENT—RE- 
VERSIONS; LIFE INTERESTS; PERSONAL 
SECURITY. 

EDWARD H. SMITHETT, Secretary. 
Application for Agencies invited. 


YROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE, 50, Regent- 
street, W., and 14, Cornhill, E.C,, London. 
FOUNDED 1806, 


ies «= UL 
+ $3,421,000 


Goop 


£7,470,866 
£2,539,609 
£322,963 


Existing Assurances ... 
Invested Funds ... - 
Annual Income ... ate eee 
Claims and Surrenders paid £5,697 ,671 
Bonuses declarea = = ees £2,971,852 

Prospectuses and full information to be obtained at 
he Head Office, or of any of the Agents. 
' CHARLES STEVENS, 
Actuary and Secretary. 





4,042,000 | 








THE J. B. WATKINS LAND MORTGAGE OO. 


Commenced Business 1870. Incorporated 1883. 
CAPITAL, £155,250. RESERVE FUND, £87,750. 


Issue of 
y IVE PER OENT. DEBENTURES 
Interest payable Half-yearly in London by 
Coupon attached. 
The Security for the Debentures consists of— 

1. A deposit with the Farmers’ Loan and Trust 
Company, of New York, as Trustees for the 
Debenture Holders of Mortgages, for the same 
amount as the Debentures, issued on Freehold 
Property valued at 2} times the amount of the 
Mortgages. 

2. The Capital and Surplus of the Company. 

Thus it will be seen these Debentures form a ftirst- 
class security. 

The Company is also prepared to negotiate Six per 
Cent. American Farm Mortgages. 

About £800,000 have been invested for English 
Investors, and not one shilling of interest or principal 
has been lost. 

For full particulars apply to 

H. G. CHALKLEY, London Manager, 
14, Bishopsgate-street Without, E.C. 


| "HE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE 


COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,000,000. 
This Company is prepared to entertain proposals 
on eligible risks, including Mercantile Insurances. 

Applications for Agencies may be made to 
H. FOSTER CUTLER, Manager and Secretary. 
Offices, 5, Lothbury, Bank, London, E.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 
BLEES SOX BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS calculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. - 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares,and Annuities. Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on spp toetcn. 

FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager 
LONDON GAZETTE (pubiished by authority) and 

LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 

OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 

STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 


| forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 


notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 
forms for advertisement and file of ‘* London Gazette” 
Sept. Bvappointment. 


TESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND veg 


to announce that their Sales by Auction or 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
&c.,are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
- 4 disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clients, 

In consequence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 

Valuations for Probate or ‘Transfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Mesers. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week 
Saturday excepted). 


OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 

of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 

High Sbot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 

secludei, Gentlemen only. Limited number taken. 

Billiard room, library, lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. 

Lhe waole staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2} to 5 

guineas weekly. — Particulars from the Medical 

Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S.Ed. ; and 

reterence is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & MoRzRIs, 
solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London. 


HK URNISH your HOUSES or APART- 
MENTS THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal. Suits all. 
‘ounded A.D. 1868, 


() 
Furnish direct from = Manufacturer, from £10 to 
10 


000. 

Cash prices, No extra charge for time given. 
Catalogues, estimates, aby od opinions, testimonials, 
pos a. 

F, MOEDER, 248, 249, & 250, Tottenham-court-rd., W. 
ALSO for HIRE ONLY, 





The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886, 


BY AUTHORITY, 


Every requisite under the above Acts suppiied on 
shortest notice, 


Tho BOOKS and FORMS keptin stock for immediate 


“180. 

MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
speedily printed in the proper form for registration and 
distribution, SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTU RKg, 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No Charge for Sketches 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Staticners, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (ourner 
of Serjeants’-inn). ~ 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
BBAnD AND 0OO.’S Al SAUOR, 


Gours. PRESERVED PROVISION#, 
K 


POTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


{SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TRA. 

4 

(PUBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and othe 

OPEOIALITIES for INVALIDS, 
OAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS 


Sole address 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STRERT, MAYFAIB. 
MADE WITH BOILING WATER. 


EPPS S& 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


MADE WITH BOILING MILK. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA, 


The best Remedy for 


AUIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADAOGHF, 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 


And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies, 
Children, and Infants, 


DINNEFORD’S MACNESIA. 


FOUNTAIN PEN WITHOUT COMPLICATION. 
The Flying Dutchman Pen. 
6D. &IS. 60. &18 


PER BOX. * PER BOX. 
* Writes 200 words with ONE dip of ink.” 
“A pen admirably adapted for the legal profes 
sion,’’—Solicitors’ Journal. 
Sample Boz of all kinds, by Post, 1/1. 
MACNIVEN & CAMERON, 
Waverley Works, EDINBURGH. 


GOLD PEN, 
WITH DIAMOND POINT, 
eaten ~~ >a itself to any 


dwriting. 
Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 


With White Mctal Pocket Holder, complete .. oo 184 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holders— 
Fluted Pattern, complete ee 5 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete .. ee oe 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic .. ee oe o 
Other patterns in great variety 


<= FLYING DUTCHMAN 
MACWIVENS CAMERON 
Lor~eurcr 


6s. 64, 
0s. 64< 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
\ ADAME TUSSAUD & SONS.— 
: Present EMPEROR of GERMANY, H. M. 
Star] ey, also the late Frederick III. Portrait M 
ot Mr. C. S. Parnell, M.P., and Mr. John Bright 
M.P., Sir Charles Warren. Superb new Court! 
Dresses, as worn at the Court of St. James’s. Over 
400 Portrait Models. Orchestra, 3, afternoon; and 
eve ning, 7.30. Open 10 a.m. till}[i0 p.m. Admissiom, 
is.; under 12 years, 








, Ladies, 


SIA. 


ATION. 
en. 
6D. &18 


PER BOX. 
ag 


1 profes 


Admission, 





